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Abstract
This dissertation explores how people transform “new” and unfamiliar environments through
colonization. While adaptationist perspectives typically stress how the environment shapes human
behavior and communities, I integrate historical ecology and settlement ecology to examine how people
mold, maintain, and manage landscapes. Rather than passive backdrops, landscapes are dynamic,
produced as humans actively modify the environment. Boundaries, whether stable or fluid, divide and
structure landscapes. As a type of boundary, frontiers can be understood as centers of social interaction
and exchange, but more often are viewed as peripheries, remote but ripe for settlement, or wild zones
where pioneers struggled to survive. Given factors like severe winters, poor soils, and warfare, the latter
portrayal dominates narratives of America’s Eastern frontier during the 18th and 19th centuries. To
interrogate notions of a largely static, intractable frontier environment, I assess how Euroamericans
transformed the Downeast Maine region through settlement and enclosure. To determine how they
colonized, cleared, bounded, and cultivated the landscape, I analyze archival, archaeological, and
geospatial data from nine towns. First, I trace changes in the landscape and agricultural production
between 1792 and 1811 using historical tax valuations. Statistical and geospatial analyses of this data
suggest some town landscapes were more thoroughly improved and refined through agriculture than
others. Initial parallels between frontier agricultural production and that of southern New England
challenge notions of the intractable frontier environment. Second, I juxtapose 18th- and 19th-century
maps with Google Earth and Light Detection and Ranging imagery to explore how the frontier landscape
was settled, divided, and enclosed. By identifying historical landscape features that endure in the modern
landscape, I chart continuity and change in the structure of these towns through the present. Finally, I
examine the Foster Farmstead in Deer Isle, Maine as a case study to investigate how settlement and
agrarian activities became physically embedded in the landscape at a small scale. My archaeological
survey and excavation reveal settlement and landscape features like foundations, stone walls, and stone
piles, which attest to how descendants of the Fosters continued to inhabit, transform, and enclose the
land through time.
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ABSTRACT

CULTIVATING COMMUNITIES ON THE EASTERN FRONTIER:
AGRARIAN LANDSCAPES AND LIFE IN DOWNEAST MAINE (1760–1860)
Megan Danielle Postemski
Megan C. Kassabaum
This dissertation explores how people transform “new” and unfamiliar environments through
colonization. While adaptationist perspectives typically stress how the environment shapes
human behavior and communities, I integrate historical ecology and settlement ecology to
examine how people mold, maintain, and manage landscapes. Rather than passive backdrops,
landscapes are dynamic, produced as humans actively modify the environment. Boundaries,
whether stable or fluid, divide and structure landscapes. As a type of boundary, frontiers can be
understood as centers of social interaction and exchange, but more often are viewed as
peripheries, remote but ripe for settlement, or wild zones where pioneers struggled to survive.
Given factors like severe winters, poor soils, and warfare, the latter portrayal dominates
narratives of America’s Eastern frontier during the 18th and 19th centuries. To interrogate notions
of a largely static, intractable frontier environment, I assess how Euroamericans transformed the
Downeast Maine region through settlement and enclosure. To determine how they colonized,
cleared, bounded, and cultivated the landscape, I analyze archival, archaeological, and
geospatial data from nine towns. First, I trace changes in the landscape and agricultural
production between 1792 and 1811 using historical tax valuations. Statistical and geospatial
analyses of this data suggest some town landscapes were more thoroughly improved and refined
through agriculture than others. Initial parallels between frontier agricultural production and that of
southern New England challenge notions of the intractable frontier environment. Second, I
juxtapose 18th- and 19th-century maps with Google Earth and Light Detection and Ranging
imagery to explore how the frontier landscape was settled, divided, and enclosed. By identifying
historical landscape features that endure in the modern landscape, I chart continuity and change
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in the structure of these towns through the present. Finally, I examine the Foster Farmstead in
Deer Isle, Maine as a case study to investigate how settlement and agrarian activities became
physically embedded in the landscape at a small scale. My archaeological survey and excavation
reveal settlement and landscape features like foundations, stone walls, and stone piles, which
attest to how descendants of the Fosters continued to inhabit, transform, and enclose the land
through time.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This dissertation explores how people colonize “new” and unfamiliar environments by
examining how Euroamericans transformed America’s Eastern frontier landscape through
settlement and enclosure during the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Sitting at the intersection
of historical archaeology and landscape archaeology, my research builds on previous studies of
human-environment interaction, integrating archival, archaeological, and geospatial data to gain
insight into how people fundamentally altered the landscape at multiple scales as they
established farmsteads and towns. While the archaeological record has traditionally been
analyzed in terms of sites, landscape approaches attend not only to sites, but also the areas in
between through the concept of landscape (Anschuetz et al. 2001:161; Knapp and Ashmore
1999:2). Rather than a passive backdrop, landscape is best conceived as dynamic and
anthropogenic, produced as humans shape, build, bound, cultivate, navigate, name, and infuse
meaning in the environment (Anschuetz et al. 2001; Ingold 1993; Metheny 1996; Tilley 1994,
2008; Whittlesey 2009).
Through time, landscapes become increasingly layered, in part because humans
continuously define and redefine boundaries. Boundaries are particularly important in landscape
analysis because, whether stable or fluid, they divide and structure landscapes, in turn affecting
relationships among humans, and between humans and the land. Frontiers are a classic example
of how a change in boundaries—in this case, usually an expansion—reveals and generates
change in society (Crumley and Marquardt 1990). As a type of boundary, frontiers can be
understood as centers of social interaction and exchange of goods and ideas (Crumley and
Marquardt 1990:74; Taylor 2000:12). More commonly, however, frontiers are viewed through
core-periphery models as peripheries, distant zones where “civilization” gives way to wilderness
(Lightfoot and Martinez 1995).
Envisioning frontiers as peripheries, the inverse of the center, contributes to myths of the
frontier and of rural life, which persist in popular imagination. In the US, at the heart of such myths
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lies the lone, self-sufficient farmstead, inhabited by households that “rallied against ecological and
economic hardship,” thumbing their noses at authority and relying on their ingenuity and work
ethic to tame and transform a remote wilderness (Horowitz 1978:39; Lewis 2016:9; Feuer
2016:18). In addition to ignoring the role of frontiers as centers for interaction, the mythological
frontier pits pioneers against wilderness and thus largely ignore how Native Americans inhabited
and molded these landscapes for thousands of years prior to colonization. If considered at all,
Native Americans are usually portrayed as simply another obstacle for European pioneers to
overcome.
While studies of the American West have long dominated frontier scholarship, the
Eastern frontier of the US—encompassing Maine and New Hampshire—has been relatively
overlooked (Clark 1970:viii; Rodseth and Parker 2005:5; Woodard 2004). As a province (and later
a district) of Massachusetts until 1820, the northeastern-most state of Maine has been treated as
the “most peripheral of peripheries… a quaint but unrepresentative backwater bypassed by the
major events and forces of American history” (Table 1.1) (Taylor 2000:13). As with most frontiers,
Maine was in fact a center of interaction—an “international crossroads” hotly contested between
the British, French, and Native Americans during the Colonial Period (Taylor 2000:12). Due to
clashing territorial claims and warfare, early British settlements were primarily concentrated in the
Table 1.1: Chronology of Maine (Sanger and Robinson 2015:4; Vickery et al. 2011:246).
Time Period
Ceramic Period
Contact Period
Colonial Period
Pioneer Period
Revolutionary Period
Early Republic Period

Years
3,000–400 BP
1492–1650
1651–1774
c. 1763–1820*
1775–1783
c. 1780–1830

Name
Province of Maine
District of Maine

Years
1652–1780
1780–1820

*Vickery et al. 2011:246 use Pioneer Period
to encompass 1783–1820
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region of Southern Maine, which extends from the Piscataqua River to just north of the presentday city of Portland (Figure 1.1). Only in the 1760s, after the French and Indian War secured
British claims to the Downeast Maine region, did migration to the Eastern frontier begin in
earnest, with Euroamericans from southern New England partaking in the greatest west-to-east
migration event in US history (Clark and Leamon 1988; Paine 2000; Taylor 1990; Vickery et al.
2011:243; Williamson 1832; Woodard 2004:31–32). Within Maine, frontier settlement primarily
expanded in three directions between 1760 and 1820: pioneers colonized farther north on the
Kennebec River, west of the town of Falmouth, and east of the Penobscot River in Downeast
Maine (Vickery et al. 2011:243).

Figure 1.1: Map of Maine’s coastal regions (Woodard 2004:31). Sources: ESRI, Shaded
Relief Basemap and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships
Polygon.”
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In this dissertation, I focus specifically on how Euroamericans colonized the Downeast
Maine region (see Figure 1.1). The term Downeast reflects the region’s maritime history, as ships
destined for ports in the area sailed from the west downwind to the east, or “Down East”
(Woodard 2004:32). Long before becoming part of the Eastern frontier, the region comprised part
of the ancestral homeland of Native Americans collectively known as the Wabanaki, and during
the 17th century, the French claimed Downeast Maine as the western part of Acadia (Bourque
2001; Haviland 2012; Faulkner and Faulkner 2011:78). Later, during the American Revolution
and War of 1812, Great Britain decreed the area “New Ireland” (Harvey 1938:208–209; Leamon
1993:105).
Although Maine is located at roughly the same latitude as England, the climate is
markedly cooler because arctic currents run along its more than 200-mile coastline and polar air
masses flow across the Canadian Shield into northern New England (Churchill 2011a:60). Given
the harsh climate and other obstacles such as dense forests and thin, acidic, rocky soils, early
explorers often viewed the Downeast Maine environment as harsher than elsewhere in New
England (Churchill 2011a:60; Vickery et al. 2011:243). For example, John Smith (1616:36)
described the coast east of the Penobscot River as “a Countrie rather to affright, then delight
one… a more plaine spectacle of desolation or more barren I knowe not.” While acknowledging
that inland areas might be less “rockie, and thus affrightable” than the shore, Smith (1616:36)
more favorably regarded the “exceeding fat & fertill” lands to the south near the Kennebec River
where he saw Wabanaki settlements. Above all, he lauded Massachusetts, proclaiming the area
“the Paradise of all those parts: for, heere are many Iles all planted with corne; groues [groves],
mulberries, saluage [savage] gardens, and good harbors” (Smith 1616:37).
Negative characterizations of Downeast Maine continued and significantly amplified in
the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Regional histories discussing this period often emphasize
how frontier activities were constrained by environmental factors such as extreme winters,
droughts, and acidic, rocky soils, as well as historical events like the American Revolution, trade
embargoes, and the War of 1812 (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Leamon 1993; Paine 2000; Taylor
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1990; Woodard 2004). Frontier myths and myths of rural American life both contribute to and
contradict this narrative of hardship (Furniss 1997; Irland 1986; Lewis 2016). While some myths
portray the region as an agrarian paradise where pioneers could live unencumbered on isolated,
self-sufficient farmsteads, most reinforce the notion that the “wild” Eastern frontier environment
inhibited settler pursuits.
The Pioneer Period finally concluded in 1820 when Maine attained statehood (see Table
1.1). In the succeeding years, agricultural production improved, and trade and economic growth
prevailed (Vickery et al. 2011:243, 246). Minister Jonathan Fisher documented the diverse
landscape of Downeast Maine in 1824 in his painting, “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village”
(Figure 1.2). Widely regarded as the first broad landscape view of Maine in the Early Republic,
the artwork depicts farmsteads with carefully tended gardens, hay fields, and rocky pastures
bounded by neat stone walls and fences, large swaths of woodland, and a bustling shipyard
along the coast (Murphy 2010:5–6). This romantic image of rural life just after 1820 thus contrasts
starkly with earlier accounts of the region, begging the question of how the frontier landscape
experienced, produced, and maintained by settlers compared to the ordered and elaborate
agrarian landscape in the painting.

Figure 1.2: “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village, 1824,” by Jonathan Fisher. Image
courtesy of the Farnsworth Art Museum, Rockland, Maine.
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Drawing on historical ecology and settlement ecology, I interrogate the notion of a largely
static, intractable Downeast Maine environment that underpins negative conceptions of frontier
life. To that end, I examine how and to what extent Euroamericans modified the frontier region
through the interlinked processes of settlement and enclosure, assessing how they inhabited,
cleared, bounded, and cultivated the landscape at the dawn of the 19th century. My research
builds on scholarship (e.g., Eves 2005; Hoffman 2007; Smith 1988) that shifts emphasis away
from human adaptation to the Maine environment in order to explore how agents—in this case,
pioneers—actively managed that environment to form settlements and reflect their values and
ideals.
To determine how patterns of settlement and enclosure became formalized and writ large
on the landscape, my study centers on the farmstead, typically comprised of a house, agricultural
buildings, fields, and paths (Adams 1990; Beaudry 2001–2002). Farmsteads can be conceived as
the primary units of frontier townships, which became towns after incorporation. Here, I focus on
farmsteads within nine coastal Downeast Maine towns, which I refer to collectively as the “study
area” throughout the dissertation: Bucksport, Orland, Penobscot, Castine, Sedgwick, Blue Hill,
Surry, Ellsworth, and Deer Isle (Figure 1.3). Most resident Euroamerican households in the study
area were of British-American descent and diversified their economic pursuits, combining crop
and livestock production with other activities like fishing and logging to earn a living (Russell
1982; Vickers 1994; Vickery et al. 2011:242).
Although farmstead occupants are generally under-represented in the documentary
record compared to people like merchants, military men, and ministers (Anderson 2004),
historical tax valuations classified and quantified all taxpayers and their property, including
farmers. As such, I employ tax valuation data to trace changes in landscape and production
across individual farmsteads and frontier towns between 1792 and 1811. My statistical and
geospatial analyses suggest enclosure proceeded unevenly across the frontier, with some town
landscapes being more thoroughly altered through agriculture than others. Initial parallels
between Downeast Maine agricultural production and that of southern New England farmsteads
6

Figure 1.3: Map of the nine historic towns in the study area. Colors denote original
township boundaries. The first six mainland townships in Hancock County were: (1)
Bucksport, (2) Orland, (3) Penobscot, (4) Sedgwick, (5) Blue Hill, and (6) Surry. Sources:
ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap, Hancock County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map
Rolls, and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
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challenge notions of the exceptional and untamable frontier environment, indicating that frontier
households—like those elsewhere—mobilized their resources (e.g., knowledge, time, tools,
wealth) to mold and manage the local landscape and earn a living.
To better understand how the frontier landscape more broadly was settled, divided, and
enclosed, I juxtapose 18th- and 19th-century maps with Google Earth and Light Detection and
Ranging (LiDAR) imagery. By identifying historical landscape features that endure in the modern
landscape such as foundations, stone walls, and roads, I chart continuity and change in the
structure of these towns from the Pioneer Period through the present. In so doing, I also highlight
how patterns of settlement and enclosure often persist, shaping how people today experience the
region of Downeast Maine.
Finally, I examine the Foster Farmstead in Deer Isle, Maine as a case study to better
understand how settlement and agrarian activities became physically embedded in the landscape
at a small scale and how the built environment shaped daily life and living conditions. Using
deeds, maps, tax valuations, and other records, I document how the Foster family established
their farmstead and demonstrate that household succession was an important catalyst of
landscape change from the 18th century onward. While the archival record is generally robust for
these households, they left enduring traces in the archaeological record through their dynamic
engagement with the landscape as well. Whereas the archival record usually documents specific
moments in time—births, marriages, deaths, land purchases and sales, property inventories, and
more—material evidence reflecting daily life, activities, and choices accrues in the archaeological
record. Consequently, I conducted archaeological fieldwork at the Foster Farmstead to gain
further insight into the activities that transpired there during the 19th century. My landscape
survey and archaeological excavation revealed features like foundations, stone walls, and stone
piles, which attest to how descendants of the Fosters continued to inhabit, revise, and enclose
the land through time.
Through this tripartite research design, my dissertation examines inferences about
Eastern frontier conditions and the relationship between settlers and the landscape by assessing
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farmstead development, patterns of land use, and town formation in Downeast Maine during the
18th and 19th centuries. Ultimately, the archival, geospatial, and archaeological data I present
expose how changes in the frontier landscape reflect not only maps and deeds, but also
household activities, choices, ideals, and wealth.
Dissertation Structure and Content
This dissertation is comprised of nine chapters. The first three chapters (after Chapter 1)
detail the theoretical and historical background for my research. Four chapters follow, analyzing
in turn the archival, archaeological, and geospatial data mentioned above to examine how the
processes of settlement and enclosure unfolded in Downeast Maine. The final chapter
summarizes the results and outlines future research directions, emphasizing how a multiscalar
approach is necessary to more comprehensively understand how people transform landscapes
through clearing, cultivation, and community formation.
Chapter 2 lays the theoretical groundwork of the dissertation. I introduce landscape
approaches, highlighting two that guide my research: historical ecology and settlement ecology.
Next, I discuss frontiers as boundaries and how core-periphery models shape popular
perceptions of frontier landscapes and their inhabitants. I then define enclosure, which involves
bounding and cultivating the landscape, producing features like stone walls, fences, hedges,
fields, and ditches. Although not usually framed in terms of landesque capital in historical
archaeology, common New England farmstead features represent prime examples of enduring
landscape modifications. I also consider how frontier households creating landesque capital can
be conceived as smallholders, as they engage in intensive agriculture. I conclude with a broad
overview of the archaeology of farmsteads and communities.
Chapter 3 establishes a broad historical chronology for Maine, spanning from
approximately AD 1000 to 1820. One of the primary goals of the chapter is to acknowledge that
Euroamerican pioneers colonized not a pristine frontier, but the already anthropogenic homeland
of the Wabanaki. Accordingly, I outline the history of Native Americans in Maine before describing
the implications of European contact, colonization, and commercial operations after 1500. I then
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discuss the conflicts that erupted in Maine between the 1640s and 1763 primarily between the
British, French, and Wabanaki. For the period between 1763 and 1820, I focus on frontier
settlement and how watershed events like the American Revolution and War of 1812 impacted
life in Downeast Maine.
While Chapter 3 attends to the regional historical context, Chapter 4 examines local
settlement histories from the latter half of the 18th century until the early 19th century. I review the
history of the nine towns that comprise my study area to offer insight into variation in frontier town
development. I first introduce Hancock County, then outline how the Massachusetts General
Court formed the first townships within its boundaries. I address the towns in the study area in
turn, elaborating on their geography, founding, settlement, incorporation, and industry. I conclude
by weaving together these local histories to create a chronology of frontier settlement in the study
area.
Chapter 5 explores landscape change using tax valuations from the nine Downeast
Maine towns in the study area. Building on the methods of Winifred Barr Rothenberg (1992:219)
who analyzes tax data to track “improvements in agriculture” between 1771 and 1801 in
Massachusetts proper, I use valuations from 1792, 1801, and 1811 to calculate the percent
change in acreage and production for four types of land in my study area: tillage, hay, pasture,
and unimproved land. I also employ histograms to ascertain whether most households owned
improved land (i.e., tillage, hay, pasture), or whether landed wealth was concentrated in the
hands of the few. Through statistical analysis, I thus quantify the extent of enclosure, evaluating
how improved agricultural lands were distributed across the region at the dawn of the 19th
century.
Building on the previous chapter, Chapter 6 details my geospatial analysis of the
historical tax data. I open by considering the value and limitations of historical maps as archival
sources and the role of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in archaeological research.
Subsequently, I explain my methodology, which involved linking tax data to the landscape using
historical maps in GIS. To better understand the past environment, I also mapped modern
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environmental data. The results reinforce historical accounts that describe the Downeast Maine
landscape as marginal for agriculture, but also suggest that localized areas along the coast,
which were settled first, showed more agricultural potential than northern and interior lands of the
study area. Despite environmental differences within the region, geospatial analysis of the tax
data indicates that households adopted largely similar farming strategies regardless of where
they lived. Moreover, relatively large, productive farms were not necessarily confined to the “best”
lands, underscoring how factors besides the environment impacted agricultural outcomes on the
frontier. That some farms in Downeast Maine were as productive as those in parts of southern
New England ultimately challenges notions of the intractable frontier environment and implies
patterns of enclosure on the frontier may be more similar to than different from those in “core”
areas.
In Chapter 7, I continue to focus on geospatial data to discern how settlement and
enclosure became inscribed in the landscape. Using 18th- and 19th-century maps and Google
Earth satellite and LiDAR imagery, I explore settlement patterns, land division, the scale of
enclosure, and how the landscape structure changed through time. The 18th-century maps
illustrate that settlement was initially oriented toward the coast, whereas a late 19th-century map
demonstrates how settlement became oriented toward town roads in the intervening years.
Despite the shift in farmstead orientation from the coast to inland roads, many of the historical
boundaries recorded in early maps endure in the present-day landscape and are detectable in
Google Earth and LiDAR imagery.
In Chapter 8, I narrow my scale of analysis from towns to a single 200-acre farmstead in
Deer Isle, Maine. In the context of the Foster Farmstead, established circa 1783 by William and
Mary Foster, I investigate farmstead development and the role of household succession in
landscape change. In the first two sections of the chapter, I rely on archival records to establish a
detailed timeline for the farmstead’s evolution through the 19th century. In the final section I
discuss the results of my landscape survey and archaeological excavation. Although the original
1.5-acre house lot occupied by William and Mary was situated on the southern half of their
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farmstead, I conducted my fieldwork on the northern half of the property since Foster
descendants continued to inhabit, shape, and enclose these lands through the mid-20th century.
Together, historical homes, foundations, stone walls, and other features shed light on how
descendants of the Foster family altered and improved their inherited lands. Distributional
analysis of artifacts from two foundations clarifies how one household’s activities and decisionmaking made an enduring impact on the landscape during the 19th century.
Chapter 9 concludes the dissertation, tying together the multiple strands of evidence
presented in the preceding chapters. While frontier life undeniably was harshened by historical
and environmental factors, pioneers brought what resources they had to bear on the Downeast
Maine landscape, shaping and molding it, rather than simply adapting to it. By examining
changes in the land at multiple scales ranging from individual farmsteads and towns to the
Downeast region as a whole, my research highlights how households ultimately established an
intricate and diverse agrarian landscape. Although boundaries have since been redefined and
many farmhouses and fields have been supplanted by summer cottages and dense forests,
elements of the past landscape endure in the contemporary landscape and continue to structure
life in the region today.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

As outlined in Chapter 1, my research explores how Euroamericans transformed the
Eastern frontier as they settled, cleared, cultivated, and bounded the landscape. To that end, I
integrate archival, archaeological, and geospatial evidence to gain insight into patterns of
settlement and enclosure and how they evolved through time.
In this chapter, I outline theories and define concepts that underpin my research. I begin
by elaborating on landscape approaches, highlighting two: historical ecology and settlement
ecology. I then discuss frontiers as boundaries and how perceptions of frontiers derive from the
peripheral status they are so often accorded. The frontier landscape was not a passive backdrop
for pioneer activities, but rather a dynamic landscape that shaped and was shaped by pioneers
and their needs and ideals. Continuing to focus on boundaries, I next discuss enclosure, the
process of bounding and cultivating the land, as a form of built environment within the Eastern
frontier landscape. Since enclosure generates enduring features like stone walls and fields, I
consider the process in terms of landesque capital, which involves enduring landscape
modifications. I also consider how the frontier households who wrought these changes in the land
can be conceived as smallholders, households found around the world that mobilize their labor
and resources to manage their lands and engage in intensive agriculture. I conclude with an
overview of farmsteads and communities.
Landscape Approaches
Archaeology has traditionally been associated with the excavation of discrete
archaeological sites, but the site concept has sustained critique since evidence of human
occupation is distributed continuously throughout the landscape in varying concentrations
(Dunnell 1992; Fotiadis 1992; Stafford 1995). Accordingly, non-site or distributional approaches
emphasize the need to analyze areas between the traditional “hot spots” or sites, examining
“cultural residue” dispersed across landscapes (Anschuetz et al. 2001; Fotiadis 1992:133; Knapp
and Ashmore 1999).
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While most archaeologists still converse in the language of sites, distributional
approaches resonate with landscape approaches, which attend to diffuse cultural remains such
as roads, canals, walls, fences, or agricultural fields that are often overlooked or not
comprehensively examined in site-based analyses (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:2). As the “arena
for all of a community’s activities,” the landscape encompasses not only places, but spaces
(Anschuetz et al. 2001:161). Whereas places are imbued with cultural meaning and/or memories
and often overlap with archaeologically defined sites, spaces are areas with little meaning
attached that serve as “connective tissue,” giving sites, places, and communities context (Branton
2009:52; Deetz 1990:1; Smith 2003:11; Tuan 1977; Zedeño and Bowser 2009). Landscapes thus
are where space and place coalesce, a “tangled recursive web” where the physical environment,
social structure, and individual experience converge (Pauls 2006:66).
Initially, landscapes were viewed as passive backdrops, relevant to archaeology insofar
as they provided the setting for villages or other important locations of cultural activity (i.e., sites)
and prompted cultural adaptation (Adams 1990:92; Anschuetz et al. 2001:157; Rippon 2020:536).
Landscapes are in fact dynamic; they shape and are shaped by intentional and unintentional
human behavior and are produced wherever humans unify with the environment (Anschuetz et al.
2001; Ingold 1993; Metheny 1996; Tilley 1994, 2008; Whittlesey 2009). In other words,
landscapes are neither passive nor natural, but rather anthropogenic or humanized, engineered,
and domesticated (Anschuetz et al. 2001:160; Erickson 2006; Lansing 2007).
Palimpsest, Landscape Elements, and Scale
The primary objective of landscape approaches is to contextualize entities like
farmsteads, terraces, and/or walls into a cohesive landscape, mirroring their integration into the
landscapes experienced and given meaning by humans in the past. Although such features are
all compressed into a single landscape, the landscape is layered and thus has depth. By depth I
am not referring directly to stratigraphy, but more broadly to how landscapes are the result of
continuous accumulation of cultural material, human modification, and geomorphological
processes through time and space (Stafford 1995). This layering process, in which past
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landscapes are subsequently manipulated through continuous and discontinuous inhabitation,
creates what are referred to as palimpsests (Balée and Erickson 2006:2), and unraveling
palimpsests enables archaeologists to assess continuity and disjuncture in land use, two topics
addressed later in Chapter 7.
Landscapes as palimpsests are structured by physical and sociohistorical elements
(Crumley and Marquardt 1990; Stafford 1995). Physical elements, also called landscape
elements, largely operate independently of humans and can include climate, topography, and
geomorphological processes like erosion or bioturbation (Stafford 1995; Crumley and Marquardt
1990). In contrast, sociohistorical structures, like class, inheritance, politics, and trade, are
devised by humans, but are just as critical to landscape formation as physical structures (Crumley
and Marquardt 1990:74). By examining how different physical and sociohistorical factors structure
landscapes, archaeologists can begin to assess continuity and change in landscape form, use,
and significance through time.
As “minimal homogenous parcels of land,” landscape elements and associated
sociohistorical structures constitute regions (Stafford 1995:73). A region is not fixed, but rather “a
unit that we recognize at a certain scale in its distinctiveness from and interrelations with other
such units, both spatially and temporally” (Crumley and Marquardt 1990:74). For example, a
cluster of hay fields, a rural town, or a frontier could each be recognized as a region depending
on the scale. Considerations of scale are thus fundamentally necessary in landscape
approaches; without it, landscape remains an abstraction, but with an appropriate spatiotemporal
scale, “we can comprehend patterns” (Branton 2009: 53; Crumley and Marquardt 1990:74).
Further, a multiscalar approach is valuable because it enables archaeologists to perceive
different relationships in the landscape. At one scale a boundary could be a periphery, and at
another a functional center. I explore the inherent duality in boundaries later, but this example
demonstrates how multiscalar analysis is necessary to achieve the most comprehensive
understanding of landscape features (Crumley and Marquardt 1990:76). Overall, by deploying
concepts like palimpsest and scale in landscape approaches, archaeologists can better assess
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how landscapes are structured and modified, as well as better understand relationships between
people, and between people and the landscape.
Landscape Types and Themes
Landscapes have been broadly categorized as constructed, conceptualized, and
ideational (Knapp and Ashmore 1999). First, constructed or built landscapes are significant
because construction changes the meaning of the landscape and how human experience it
(Knapp and Ashmore 1999:10). Built landscapes range from subtle, in which construction does
not radically revise the topography, to monumental, in which construction more drastically alters
the appearance of landscape. Second, conceptualized landscapes derive from meaning “invested
in natural features rather than in material culture” (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:11). As such, their
production parallels and shapes social processes. Third, ideational landscapes are imaginative
and emotional in that perception of the landscape produces a mental image or elicits an ideal
(Knapp and Ashmore 1999:12). While considering landscapes as constructed, conceptualized
and ideational is useful, these categories blur together as “landscape is essentially all of these
things at all times” (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:10).
Archaeologists have adopted landscape perspectives to investigate different landscapes
around the world, including vernacular and agrarian landscapes through the study of households,
gardens, yards, and fields (e.g., Gleason 1994; Johnson and Ouimet 2014; Robin and Rothschild
2002), landscapes of movement through the study of trails, paths, and roads (e.g., Kantner 1997;
Snead et al. 2009; Soafer et al. 1989), and sacred, ritual, and cosmic landscapes through the
study of patterns, alignment, and aesthetics (e.g., Aveni and Silverman 1991; Van Dyke 2007).
Methods utilized in these landscape studies range from more traditional survey such as
fieldwalking and excavation to analysis of aerial photographs and remote sensing data (e.g.,
LiDAR, satellite imagery) (Rippon 2020:537). Themes examined through landscape approaches
are similarly diverse and include, but are not limited to, memory (e.g., Holtorf and Williams 2006;
Shackel 2001), identity (e.g., Baugher and Spencer-Wood 2010; Rotman and Savulis 2003),
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social order (e.g., Leone 1984; Leone et al. 2005), and transformation through processes like
agriculture and urbanization (e.g., Landon 2016; Lewis 2016).
Historical Ecology
To shift emphasis from human adaptation with the environment to active human
modification of the environment, I adopt a historical ecology approach. Specifically, I apply this
approach to analyze how Euroamericans transformed the Downeast Maine landscape through
settlement and enclosure. Carole Crumley (1994b:6) equates landscape history with historical
ecology, which she defines as the study of landscape evolution and change through time and
space in past ecosystems. She also suggests the scope of historical ecology is broad and
involves “the practice of globally relevant archaeology, ethnohistory, and related disciplines”
(Crumley 1994b:7), thus acknowledging that long-term historical analysis is an interdisciplinary
goal and critical to understanding a landscape, its formation, and its inhabitants (Balée 2006).
Operating under this framework, Crumley (1994b:9) ultimately tasks historical ecology with
tracing “the ongoing dialectical relations between human acts and acts of nature, made manifest
in the landscape.”
Landscapes, “the product of the collision between nature and culture,” are the primary
subject of analysis in historical ecology (Balée and Erickson 2006:2). Historical ecology is distinct
from other ecologies such as landscape, human, social, or cultural ecology in part because it
seamlessly blends human and natural landscapes to examine landscape change through time
(Crumley 1994b; Balée and Erickson 2006). Differentiating between these landscapes as is
common in landscape ecology indulges in the “pristine myth,” which suggests pure nature can
exist despite human occupation (Denevan 1992). Environmental historians, archaeologists, and
other scholars have long argued that perpetuating the pristine myth and juxtaposing allegedly
untouched wilderness with areas “sullied” by humans encourages environmental irresponsibility,
and a disregard for people past and present who have lived and labored in that landscape
(Crumley 1994a:239; Cronon 1996). Instead, historical ecologists maintain that natural
environments, once altered by humans, become landscapes, and may never return to a state of
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“pure” nature (Balée and Erickson 2006:2; Håkansson and Widgren 2014). Historical ecology
thus acknowledges the contingency of contemporary landscapes and can aid in developing
“culturally sensitive” responses to contemporary environmental issues (Krohn and Hoving 2010;
Marquardt 1994:203).
Historical ecology also runs counter to adaptationist perspectives like cultural ecology by
positioning humans as creative agents in landscape, recognizing that humans have intentionally
and unintentionally revised the landscape the world over. For example, practices of resource
management, land tenure and use, and organized productive activities contribute to and produce
a “physical record of intentionality” (Balée and Erickson 2006:3; Håkansson and Widgren 2014).
Human agency and activities thus become physically embedded in the landscape such that
human action can be “inferred, if not read” from it (Balée and Erickson 2006:2; Gallivan 2016;
Thompson and Waggoner 2013).
In summary, human agency comes to the fore in historical ecology more than in other
approaches to ecology, representing one of many elements contributing to landscape variation
(Crumley 1994a:240). Through the analysis of landscape history, historical ecology stresses how
humans have continually modified landscapes through time; changes have accrued, but relative
continuity is equally significant.
To assess landscapes, historical ecologists draw on a flexible methodology that stems
“from archaeological best practice,” typically combining evidence from a multitude of sources
(Armstrong et al. 2017; Crumley 2015:3; Russel 1997). These sources often include artifacts,
remains, features, architecture, soils, archival documents, maps, aerial imagery, remote sensing,
and oral traditions where available (Proebsting 2016:115). Consequently, historical ecology fits
well within existing archaeological research programs.
Settlement Ecology
Another approach to landscape analysis I draw from is settlement ecology, which shares
with historical ecology the fundamental premise that landscape is the result of complex humanenvironment interaction (Anschuetz et al. 2001:177). Settlement ecology is one of several
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approaches to settlement archaeology, which takes as its subject the settlement pattern, “a set of
culturally significant locations, each of which occupies a specified position within an array that
makes up a coherent distribution” (Fish 1999:203, also cited in Kellett and Jones 2017:4–5). In
essence, settlement patterns are “spatial matrices marking the intersection of human activities
and natural environment” (Fish 1999:203, also cited in Kellett and Jones 2017:5).
Early settlement archaeology, including pattern and system analyses, laid the
groundwork for settlement ecology. Settlement pattern research emerged in the 1940s and
1950s, exploring how settlement patterns were shaped by the environment and “cultural needs”
(Anschuetz et al. 2001:168). In his landmark study of Peru’s Virú Valley, Gordon Willey (1953)
examined aerial photographs and archaeological site drawings to document sites and create a
settlement typology (Anschuetz et al. 2001:169). He ultimately suggests that settlements “reflect
the natural environment, the level of technology on which the builders operated, and the various
institutions of social interaction and control which culture maintained” (Willey 1953:1). Building off
such analyses, archaeologists developed settlement system studies in the 1960s and 1970s.
Adopting tenets of processual archaeology, system approaches shifted emphasis from describing
“empirical” settlement patterns to explaining the settlement process, exploring “the set of
[probabilistic rather than deterministic] ‘rules’ that generated the pattern in the first place”
(Flannery 1976:162–163, also cited in Anschuetz et al. 2001:170; Stone 1996:6–8). Through
systems studies, settlements were understood as “adaptive to external stimuli,” especially
environmental factors like water, food, and fuel availability (Kellett and Jones 2017:5–6).
Settlement ecology, which developed in the 1990s, is similarly preoccupied with
explaining how and why settlement patterns evolve yet is less deterministic and more
comprehensive than previous approaches. The primary goal is to “dissect settlement patterns and
identify what influencing factors underlie how and why people to decide to settle on a given
landscape” (Kellett and Jones 2017:4). Anthropologist Glenn Davis Stone (1996:8, 11), who
authored the first extended settlement ecology study, conceives of these factors not as rules, but
as “priorities of varying strength” in his study of the social and spatial organization of production
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among Kofyar farmers in Nigeria (Kellett and Jones 2017:8). His primary focus is agrarian
settlement patterns, as he notes fields “manifestly devoted to the spatial” like archaeology and
geography offer little insight into how they were “governed” (Stone 1996:4). Analyzing agriculture
as both an ecological and social process, Stone (1996:13) thus addresses the question, “where
do the priorities lie?” if a farmer wants to live near his family while also having water access and
rich soils to cultivate, for example. In the case of the Kofyar, he argues that labor scheduling—
wherein farmers frequently work others’ lands—ultimately “pulls” residences to their own fields
and closer to other residences, demonstrating how settlement and agricultural priorities are
inextricably linked (Stone 1996:28, 183).
Although Stone (1996:5) envisions settlement ecology specifically as the study of
agrarian settlements and farming communities, a settlement ecology lens can be applied to any
society, no matter its production strategies or mobility (Kellett and Jones 2017:8, 11). Under
settlement ecology, all settlement patterns are seen as the product of human decision-making,
such that “conscious decisions made by people… ultimately create a pattern of settlements”
(italics in original, Kellett and Jones 2017:12). In recognizing these patterns as evidence of
human intentionality and decision-making, settlement ecology thus acknowledges and highlights
human agency, paralleling historical ecology (Kellett and Jones 2017:13). By extension,
settlement patterns “tell us something about cultural preferences or values” of a community
(Jones 2017:31). For example, if frontier settlements are oriented around the coastline, then
people presumably valued its resources.
Frontiers as Boundaries
Frontiers are a form of boundary. Boundaries structure and divide landscapes, but can be
plastic, nested in terms of scale, and ambiguous. The stability of landscape boundaries through
time and space may reflect continuity in social structure and patterns of land tenure, for example,
or how humans reuse and appropriate spaces while operating within existing structures. In
contrast, a change in boundaries may reveal a change in activity, productivity, organization,
priorities, and social order (Crumley and Marquardt 1990). While sometimes unmarked or subtle,
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most boundaries are highly visible physical markers when significant to the people outlining and
imposing them. For example, settlers usually constructed brush or wood fences upon arrival to
the frontier to secure their property claims, and later replaced these fences with more enduring
stone walls (Thorson 2002).
In addition, boundaries serve “as edges and centres within the landscape under
investigation” (Crumley and Marquardt 1990:74). As people, goods, and information circulate
along and across boundaries, the area can become a functional hub of activity. Conversely,
boundaries can be viewed as peripheries, the fringes of a landscape, depending on the scale of
analysis (Crumley and Marquardt 1990:76).
Frontiers too possess an inherent duality and can be understood as both centers and
peripheries. Through core-periphery models, however, frontiers are more often conceived in
relation to a center and less as centers themselves, being defined as “territorial markers that
delineate colonial territories from the outlying hinterlands” (Feuer 2016:21; Lightfoot and Martinez
1995:472). In most colonial narratives, settlers venture outward from a known core area to a
comparatively unknown periphery to establish settlements, missions, and outposts for trade and
defense. The relational nature of frontier boundaries renders them nebulous and fluid, in that their
status as a periphery is contingent on the existence of more densely populated core areas (Feuer
2016:28).
Core-periphery models coincide with dualistic cultural stereotypes of the frontier; most
frontier myths emphasize the remoteness of the frontier, depicting it as the fringe of “civilization.”
Key themes of frontier myths in North America include that the frontier is empty with land and
resources free for the taking, and that history develops as the frontier continually recedes (usually
westward, but this notion also holds for the Eastern frontier). In addition, frontier encounters are
portrayed as wrought with conflict and hardship—clashes between civilization and wilderness,
man and nature, European and Native American—and resolved through domination and
conquest (Furniss 1997; Turner 1962 [1893]; Worster 1991:8). Paradoxically then, in American
popular imagination the frontier has been at once mythologized as a potential agricultural
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paradise and as a rugged zone where settlers had to contend with “wild” and “untamed” lands
and their inhabitants.
Beyond transforming the frontier by “civilizing” the area, the frontier experience also was
believed to transform settlers in a profound way. Moving to the frontier and living in the wilderness
not only “restored to [men] the innocence of their youth, sloughing off the blemishes of age,” but
“made” Americans according to myths of the frontiersman (Worster 1991:9). Likewise, “every
stroke of the axe and hoe made him a capitalist and made a gentleman of his children” (Vickery
et al. 2011:245). In addition to altering identity, frontier myths inculcated pioneer spirit and
optimism, self-reliance, independence, and ideals of democracy and equality (Turner 1962
[1893]; Rodseth and Parker 2005:3; Worster 1991:9).
Despite their prevalence and persistence, frontier stereotypes and core-periphery models
disguise the complexity of the frontier experience. Core-periphery models are insufficient because
they imply that cultural change on frontiers is basically unidirectional from the dominant center to
the passive periphery, from colonizing to colonized peoples (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995:472).
Likewise, notions of a passive periphery receptive to change imply the frontier is pristine and
empty, or that its prior inhabitants can be swept aside. In actuality, the frontier was neither pristine
nor empty, so pioneers modified already anthropogenic landscapes created by the “other”
(Denevan 1992; Pyne 1982; Cronon 1983). That said, frontiers are best conceived of as zones of
interaction between people, and between people and the landscape, rather than as peripheries
proximate to or distant from a core.
Core-periphery models also threaten to obscure the fact that frontiers, as boundaries, can
be viewed as both centers and peripheries. A frontier can be a nexus for social ties, the exchange
of goods or ideas, or more illicit activities like smuggling, as I will show is the case in Downeast
Maine. Analyzing frontiers as centers in their own right is necessary to more comprehensively
understand how people colonize such “new” and unfamiliar environments.
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Enclosure as Bounding the Landscape
To secure land on the frontier and have any hope of realizing romantic frontier myths,
settlers had to enclose the landscape because they were only supposed to possess as much land
as they could improve and make productive (Cronon 1983:73). In some (often English) contexts,
enclosure is defined specifically as the “process by which the medieval system of open fields and
commons was replaced with privately owned, enclosed fields” between the 1200s and 1800s, but
here enclosure refers more broadly to the process of bounding and dividing the landscape to form
gardens, fields, and pasture (Gleason 1994:2; Blomley 2007:2; Johnson 1996:70; Rippon
2020:541; Sackett 2004:1). As a process that facilitates and organizes agriculture, enclosure is
intimately connected with settlement, to the extent that the “phenomena” are “inherent in one
another” (Stone 1996:63).
Because gardens and fields are only identifiable through continued cultivation, they are
never “finished” or static objects; rather, to construct a garden or field is to engage and interact
continuously with natural processes (Gleason 1994:2–3). Enclosure is also a form of built
landscape, for the land is designed, divided, and bounded (or enclosed) by features like stone
walls, fences, hedges, and ditches (Blomley 2007:6; Gleason 1994:5; Johnson 1996:70–71). The
built designs (i.e., the fields) in turn become the focus of human activity when cultivation begins
(Gleason 1994:5).
Although evidence of enclosure endures in the archaeological record in the form of post
molds and stone walls, gardens and fields are not typically the subject of archaeological analysis.
Three deterrents to their study include the dearth of artifacts associated with gardens and fields,
the usually large spatial dimensions, and the perception that gardens and fields are just “space”
or “context” in between more significant sites (Beaudry 2001–2002:139; Gleason 1994:3–4).
Outdoor spaces in general have been overlooked in many site-centric analyses (Robin and
Rothschild 2002:159).
Studying enclosure and its material manifestations is important because, in addition to
being a physical “ecological act” like agriculture, enclosure is a social process (Blomley 2007:2–3;
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Johnson 1996:71–73; Stone 1996:63). Enclosure represents social relations writ large on the
landscape, such that stone walls are more than just lengthy piles of rock accrued as farmers
remove rocks from fields and split-rail fences are more than ways to keep animals in or out of
certain areas (Hood 1996:124). Enclosures can be “no trespassing signs written in stone” or
wood, for example, reinforcing notions of land ownership and of subduing the landscape (Thorson
2002:6, 89). Such boundaries can also symbolize status and improve social relationships within
communities, as suggested by the proverbs such as “love your neighbor yet pull not down your
hedge” and “good fences make good neighbors” (Johnson 1996:73; Mieder 2003).
Moreover, because individuals and societies can bound the physical landscape in myriad
ways, adherence to particular systems of land organization often exposes their values, ideals,
and intentions (Hood 1996:125). For example, in 18th-century Massachusetts, property
boundaries of wooden fences and stone walls delineated “the righteousness of one farm and the
sinful chaos of the other” and “civilized” human settlement from the “evil of unimproved land”
(Thorson 2002:88). Through enclosure, landscapes are therefore rendered more complex
palimpsests containing “multivocal layers of meaning” (Hood 1996:125).
Enclosure and Landesque Capital
As people enclose landscapes, they create enduring landscape features, better known as
landesque capital. Landesque capital denotes “any investment in land with an anticipated life well
beyond that of the present crop, or crop cycle” (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:9). Piers Blaikie and
Harold Brookfield (1987:1–2) developed the concept to better understand land degradation, which
they argue is a major social problem, a “quiet crisis” that “erodes the basis of civilization” around
the world. While usually associated with declining quality, they suggest the term land degradation
is best conceived as a loss of capability, “a loss of intrinsic qualities” that in turn limit the land’s
suitability for a particular activity (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:4, 6). By extension, whether an
environment is degraded or not depends on how people use the land; deforestation is not
necessarily degradation if the open lands facilitate farming, for example (Blaikie and Brookfield
1987:6–7). Only through landscape management, which involves practices like crop rotation,
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fallowing. manuring, irrigation, fencing fields, can people forestall degradation and restore
landscapes to their previous capabilities (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:7–8). These management
strategies, “designed to secure future production,” have enduring impacts on the environment and
thus produce landesque capital (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:9). Examples of landesque capital
that enhance agricultural production include terraces, dams, drainage and irrigation systems,
boundaries like stone walls, roads, causeways, and anthropogenic soils (Årlin et al. 2015:18;
Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:9; Brookfield 2001:184; Erickson and Walker 2009:234). Of course,
landesque capital is not intrinsic to these features; all stone walls are not capital, nor are all soils.
Instead, their status as capital is contextual and based on how they function within society.
Consequently, “improvements” like stone walls can persist for centuries, but their landesque
capital can dissipate if the fields they enclose become unused and overgrown (Widgren and
Håkansson 2014:11).
In examining how farmers can degrade and improve land capability, the concept of
landesque capital draws attention to both labor and temporality (Morrison 2014:58). As a physical
investment in the environment, landesque capital represents a form of “banked labor,” for
features like stone walls and fields are constructed, maintained, and improved through the daily
toil of multiple generations of farmers (Widgren and Håkansson 2014:12; Caretta 2015:388–389).
Indeed, landesque capital can be inherited and saves labor for heirs who in turn can choose to
maintain or expand the landesque capital (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:9; Erickson and Walker
2009:234). The concept thus prompts archaeologists to consider not only how landesque capital
persists, but how people can change, revise, and reimagine these features through time
(Morrison 2014:59).
Despite its broad relevance to agricultural studies, the concept of landesque capital is
most frequently deployed in archaeological research on intensively cultivated landscapes in
places like Africa, Oceania, Meso- and South America, and the islands of Southeast Asia
(Widgren and Håkansson 2014:14). Studies in historical archaeology rarely engage with the
concept. In the Northeast US during the historical period, agricultural landscape features such
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soils, field systems, boundaries, and roads have yet to be framed in terms of landesque capital. In
colonial contexts especially, considering the concept is worthwhile because landscape change
has often been framed as exploitation and degradation, the “culmination of bad old colonial
habits” (Donahue 2004:xiv).
Smallholders and Households
Farmers who create landesque capital are often smallholders, “rural cultivators practicing
intensive, permanent, diversified agriculture on relatively small farms in areas of dense
population” (Netting 1993:2). The term is basically synonymous with householders, which Robert
Netting (1993:58) defines as households that own and live on (or nearby) land they intensively
farm, and consume, sell, and/or trade the food and goods they produce. Central to each definition
is intensive agriculture, which involves producing relatively high crop yields from fields that are
essentially permanent and rarely fallowed, requiring substantial labor inputs in the form of
plowing, crop diversification and rotation, fertilization, irrigation, terracing, and more (Netting
1993:3). Lands are rarely fallowed because for smallholders, “land is objectively a scarce good”
and decisions must be made frequently regarding environmental and resource management
(Netting 1993:3).
While farmers are usually categorized based on the type of technology they bring to bear
on the landscape, smallholder is a cross-cultural concept that sidesteps this “implicit evolutionary
scale” and acknowledges technological innovation does not necessarily precipitate intensive
agriculture (Netting 1993:7; Stone 2001:165–166). Accordingly, the concept helps find common
ground between farmers the world over, being equally applicable to disparate groups such as the
Maya, Chinese rice cultivators, and the Nigerian Kofyar, who farm primarily with hoes (Murtha
2002:40; Stone 2001:165–166).
Although intensive farming is a hallmark of smallholders, that alone does not make a
household a smallholder. Netting (1993:3) does not consider people who practice swidden
agriculture or fallow fields for long periods in places where land is abundant and population
density low to be smallholders, nor do herders and ranchers qualify. Smallholders also exclude
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those working farms and plantations where dry monocropping occurs to grow wheat, cotton,
sugar, or other crops (Netting 1993:3).
Farmsteads as Settlement Units
Farmsteads, often occupied by smallholders, can be conceived as the building blocks of
rural settlements the world over (Roberts 1996:19). In fusing the words “farm” and “stead,” which
connote a grounded stability, the term “farmstead” reflects how these features are embedded in
the landscape. Stemming from Germanic and Indo-European roots, stead means “standing,
holding position” (Stilgoe 2015:135). In Old English, stead’s meaning is akin to place, a term
people now sometimes use in terms such as homeplace. By extension, farmsteads and
homesteads effectively “rooted the family in place,” serving as the locus for “long-term, familyscale agricultural effort centered on the house and its outbuildings, not village or town business”
(Stilgoe 2015:135–136). Simultaneously, steads also “announced order,” principally “the order
basic in the English common law which identified yeomen of England as landowners responsible
for land, for feeding the realm, for their family and farmhands… for paying taxes” (Stilgoe
2015:140). They thus stand in direct opposition to wilderness; whereas wilderness signified
“instability, disorder, intermittent chaos,” homesteads and farmsteads “exemplified order,
reinforced order” on the landscape (Stilgoe 2015:139–140).
While the term homestead underscores the stead’s social value as “the place where
family life takes place,” farmstead more directly emphasizes household agricultural production
(Roberts 1996:16). Farm has linguistic ties to “firm,” which derived from firma and the Latin
firmare, or to fix (Stilgoe 2015:144). While the Germanic root fermâ means food or feast, from the
mid-1700s on British people used “firm” to denote business companies and steadiness (Stilgoe
2015:144). Consequently, the linguistic origins simultaneously reflect how farms produce food
and are “grounded in place, steadfast, forced to succeed or fail in place” (Stilgoe 2015:145).
Despite being fixed in the landscape, farmsteads are “always a dynamic work-inprogress” where home and business converge (Beaudry 2001–2002:139; Stilgoe 2015:145).
Even when abandoned, farmsteads persist, evolving as they are either inhabited and modified by
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other households or “devoured by wilderness or real estate developers” (Adams 1990:92; Stilgoe
2015:145). Although “nature tears them down, rots them away, and covers them over,” elements
of the agrarian past endure, embedded in the contemporary suburban and rural landscape
(Adams 1990:92). Acknowledging this continuity, historian John R. Stilgoe (2015:124) notes that
present-day back yards are essentially “part farmyard, part pasture,” with children and pets
romping around a fenced lawn in lieu of livestock grazing grasses in an enclosed pasture.
Likewise, small vegetable gardens in the yard harken back to plowed tillage lands used to grow
crops, ornamental and fruit-bearing trees mimic in miniature historic orchards, trees attest to past
woodlots, and so on (Stilgoe 2015:124–125).
Historical Archaeology of Farmsteads
Because farmsteads can be conceived as whole productive units intertwined with the
landscape, historical archaeologists have interpreted them as a type of feature system (Adams
1990; Beaudry 2001–2002). Feature systems are groups of features and materials created and
accrued through a “specific human activity or enterprise,” in this case agriculture (Beaudry 2001–
2002:130). The components of a farmstead thus include not only the domestic compound or
house lot, but also barns and other agricultural outbuildings (e.g., corn cribs, stables, silos,
sheds), boundaries (e.g., stone walls, fences), fields, roads and paths, irrigation and drainage
systems, wells and cisterns, and more (Beaudry 2001–2002:130; Roberts 1996:19). While house
lots, including the house, yard, and nearby outbuildings, receive much attention as the core of
farmsteads, Mary Beaudry (2001–2002:139) urges historical archaeologists to invert coreperiphery models and focus on the peripheral spaces, the farmyards and farm fields, as these
“hold the best clues to farming and farm life.”
Within historical archaeology, farmstead archaeology has been extensive, in part
because farmsteads are prevalent, often among the earliest sites in a region, and highly variable
in form and archaeological content (Baugher and Klein 2001–2002; Beaudry 2001; Friedlander
1991; Groover 2008). Not all geographic areas are equally represented, however, with the Plains,
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Canada, and New England remaining underrepresented in farmstead studies as recently as a
decade ago (Groover 2008:14).
Farmstead research themes include socioeconomic status and consumption, often
through ceramic analyses (e.g., Austin 2007; Bindley 2016; Friedlander 1991; O’Donovan and
Wurst 2001), and the influence of global processes on daily material life and economic strategies
(e.g., Groover 2005; Mailhot 2011). Subsistence (e.g., Allard 2015; Smale 2000), infrastructure
(e.g., Baugher 2001–2002), and class, gender, race, and ethnicity (e.g., De Cunzo 2001;
Scharfenberger and Veit 2001; Stine 1990) are also examined vis-à-vis farmsteads. Most
prevalent, however, are landscape studies (Groover 2008:15). Scholars have investigated land
use, tenure, and improvement (e.g., Beaudry 1986; Lewis 2016; Mascia 1996) and farmstead
architecture in terms of spatial organization and orientation (e.g., St. George 1982; Mires 1993;
Smith and Boyle 2003), outbuildings (e.g., Garrison 1996), and connected farmsteads where
houses, barns, and sometimes other outbuildings are adjoined (e.g., Ford 2008; Hubka 1977;
Zelinsky 1958). These studies usually are diachronic and attempt to develop a chronology of
landscape events in relation to household occupants (Groover 2008:16), usually for a single
farmstead context.
Defining Communities
Archaeologists have long equated archaeological sites, settlements, towns, and clusters
of features like farmsteads with communities (Horning 2000:213; Marcus 2000:231; Yaeger and
Canuto 2000:3–4). Under early structural-functionalist frameworks, communities were essentially
defined as the building blocks of society, a “co-residential collection of individuals or households
characterized by day-to-day interaction, shared experiences, and common culture” (Yaeger and
Canuto 2000:3–4; Murdock 1949:82–83). In viewing communities as inherent to settlements, this
approach leaves little room to question how communities form in the first place. As such, Eric
Wolf and other scholars began advocating historical-developmental approaches to communities
in the 1950s, emphasizing how “internal” community structure and organization is historically
contingent, shaped by “external” forces (Yaeger and Canuto 2000:3). While recognizing that
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communities do not exist in a vacuum was an important departure from structural-functionalism,
historical developmental approaches underappreciate how internal factors shape community
formation, and how communities in turn influence the world around them (Yaeger and Canuto
2000:3).
With the rise of post-processual theory, scholars shifted focus to the individual and how
they identified in relation to communities. Ideational approaches consider shared identity as a
hallmark of communities, but in so doing largely overlook the external factors that so concerned
historical-developmentalists (Yaeger and Canuto 2000:3). Interactional approaches arguably find
the middle ground between these earlier approaches, understanding communities as everemerging and overlapping, the confluence of “people, place, and premise” (Horning 2000:211;
Marcus 2000:232; Yaeger and Canuto 2000:5). Jason Yaeger and Marcello Canuto (2000:5) thus
define community as “a dynamic socially constituted institution that is contingent on human
agency for its creation and continued existence.”
Since landscapes are the “arena” for community life, archaeologists are well-equipped to
study the spatial and material conditions that structured daily interaction between people
(Anschuetz 2001:161; Yaeger and Canuto 2000:11). While reconciling archaeological remains
with “ethnographic reality” is a challenge, oral histories and archival documents such as colonial
dictionaries, journals, probates, and church records lend insight into past definitions of community
as well as household activities and their social relationships (Horning 2000:213; Marcus
2000:232). As a result, historical archaeologists are especially well-prepared to illuminate not only
community life and its material correlates, but how communities form, given their access to
archaeological, archival, oral historical, and other diverse data (Horning 2000:214).
Discussion and Conclusion
To conclude, this chapter has introduced my theoretical framework and concepts that
guide my research and understanding of patterns of settlement and enclosure on the Eastern
frontier. In particular, I adopt a landscape approach, drawing on historical ecology and settlement
ecology. While settlement ecology specifically explores how and why settlement patterns
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develop, historical ecology is a broader approach that seeks to better understand landscape
history and stresses the role of human agency in the process. Running contrary to adaptationist
perspectives, humans are seen as landscape creators, designers, engineers, and transformers
under historical ecology. Here, I have discussed enclosure as one of the primary ways in which
people actively alter their local landscapes. Enclosure involves dividing, bounding, and cultivating,
and improving the land, and in the context of the frontier is the result of transposing and
embedding human culture, including pioneer ideals like freedom, independence, and work ethic,
onto the landscape. On the ground, enclosure manifests in in the form of stone walls, fences,
hedges, fields, and ditches, among other features. Although boundaries and patterns of enclosure
can be continuously defined and redefined by humans through time, they can also endure in the
landscape for centuries, even as the landscape becomes an increasingly complex palimpsest. As
a result, features like fields and stone walls represent landesque capital passed down across
generations and between families.
In the context of Downeast Maine, families or households who settled and enclosed the
frontier can arguably be conceived as smallholders. While land was plentiful on the frontier during
the 18th century, as I discuss in Chapters 3 and 4, stretches of the coastline in the study area
became densely settled and many if not most coastal lands had been claimed and farmed
intensively by the 19th century. In turn, as families sold and divided farmstead lands among their
heirs, land access became more limited through time, such that successive households became
smallholders. As I will demonstrate through my analysis of archival, archaeological, and
geospatial data, these Euroamerican households and smallholders formed frontier communities
through their active interaction with the landscape and with each other.
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CHAPTER 3: FROM PRECONTACT CAPITAL TO RURAL FRONTIER: MAINE’S EVOLVING
LANDSCAPE (AD 1000–1820)

When making landfall on St. Croix Island in 1604 to establish the first European
settlement in what is now Maine, the French encountered not a pristine landscape, but the
homeland of a number of small independent Native American communities known collectively as
the Wabanaki. The Wabanaki, or “People of the Dawn,” have lived in the region for over 10,000
years and to this day descendant communities continue dwelling, navigating, shaping,
transforming, creating, and imbuing their local landscape with meaning (Haviland 2012:13; Prins
2011:98).
In this chapter, my goals are to: 1) establish a broad historical chronology for Maine,
addressing what life was like between about AD 1000 and 1820, and 2) underscore that the
region was hardly a blank slate before European arrival, but rather was densely peopled and a
palimpsest that only became more complex through thousands of years of occupation and use. In
the first half of the chapter, I outline the history and lifeways of Native Americans in Maine from
approximately AD 1000 onward, highlighting how Downeast Maine became a center for social
interaction and trade prior to 1500. Then, I discuss early European exploration, commercial
operations, and colonization and examine how these activities physically and socially shaped the
Wabanaki homeland over the course of the 16th and 17th centuries. I then discuss the conflicts
that periodically tore through Maine between the 1640s and 1763, temporarily inhibiting European
settlement activities and frequently devastating Wabanaki communities.
In the second half of the chapter, I explore how settlements developed after the French
and Indian War brought Downeast Maine firmly under British control in 1763. While regional
histories often emphasize how severe weather, short growing seasons, dense forests, and thin,
acidic, rocky soils constrained settlement, I describe Maine’s late 18th-century anthropogenic
landscape (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Vickery et al. 2011:243). I then consider how watershed
events like the American Revolution and the War of 1812 impacted frontier life and how
settlement progressed during the relative calm of interwar periods. My objective is to offer a more
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balanced representation of frontier life and landscapes, shifting emphasis from how people
adapted to a harsh, rugged, exacting landscape to how they actively altered the landscape.
Although hardly capturing all the vicissitudes of life in Maine, this historical overview provides
context for the next chapter, which attends to the local histories of the nine towns in Downeast
Maine comprising the study area.
People of the Dawn
At the time of European contact, the Wabanaki numbered some 20,000 and included
several groups or tribes. The Wabanaki and French identified tribes based on shared religious
beliefs, ancestry, and language (Figure 3.1). The first tribe self-identified as the Etchemin (“Real
People”) and lived between the Kennebec and St. John Rivers along the coast. The second tribe
identified as the Alnambak (“Real People”) and lived to the west of the Etchemin between the

Figure 3.1: Map of Wabanaki groups in and around Maine circa 1600 (Cowie and Pawling
2015:7; Haviland 2012:14; Bourque 2001:114). Inset images from Samuel de Champlain’s
1612 map, titled “Carte geographiqve de la Novvelle Franse [sic],” are courtesy of the John
Carter Brown Library, Brown University. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and
Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
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Kennebec and Merrimack River near Cape Cod. They became known as the Abenaki (“People of
the Dawn”), but the French initially called them the Armouchiquois, derived from a disparaging
Micmac (Mi’kmaq) word meaning “Dog People.” By the 17th century, Abenaki living near the
Kennebec River were also known as Caniba, or Kennebec (“large bay”) (Bourque 2001:144; Cox
2021:77; Haviland 2012:13–15; Prins 2011:98–99). The third tribe lived to the north and east of
the Etchemin in the Maritime Provinces east of the St. John River and called themselves the
L’nu’k (“Humans”). The French referred to the L’nu’k as the Souriquois. Today’s Maliseet and
Passamaquoddy, Abenaki, and Micmac are the descendant communities of the French’s
Etchemin, Armouchiquois, and Souriquois, respectively (Cowie and Pawling 2015:7; Haviland
2012:13–15; Prins 2011:98–99).
In contrast to the French and Wabanaki themselves, the English identified tribes based
primarily on their geographic area, speaking of “Eastern Indians” like the Saco, Kennebec, and
Cape Sable (Prins 2011:98). They also referred collectively to the Micmac, Maliseet, and
Passamaquoddy, who traded with the French, as “Tarrentines,” or traders (Haviland 2012:15–16).
Due to raiding by the Tarrentines, 22 western Etchemin and Abenaki villages aligned during the
17th century to form the Mawooshen Confederacy, which means “band of people walking or
acting together” (Cox 2021:77–78; Haviland 2012:15–16; Prins 2011:104). Wabanaki sagamore
(chief) Bashaba led the confederacy until his death in 1615. In the succeeding years, the
Etchemin urged their Abenaki allies to join their communities to avoid English encroachment and
strengthen their numbers. The Penobscot descend from this alliance (Cox 2021:77–78; Haviland
2012:15–16; Prins 2011:104). By the 18th century, all five groups—the Abenaki, Penobscot,
Passamaquoddy, Maliseet, and Micmac—united to form the Wabanaki Confederacy to help
defend their ancestral homeland (Bourque 2001:106–107; Haviland 2012:15–16, 91; Prins
2011:98).
Throughout the chapter, I tend to adhere to the Wabanaki and French tribal naming
systems when discussing the 16th and 17th centuries since they overlap in some cases. For later
periods, I try to use the most specific tribal designation available to avoid generalizations.
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Otherwise, I use “Wabanaki” to refer collectively to the Abenaki, Kennebec, Penobscot,
Passamaquoddy, Maliseet, and Micmac (Figure 3.2) (Prins 2011:99).
Wabanaki Life in Maine (AD 1000–1500)
Tradition holds that the Wabanaki have lived in what is now Maine since time
immemorial. Origin stories typically revolve around Gluskabe, a superhuman creator who brought
the Wabanaki into existence and taught them to thrive until he left when Europeans arrived (Prins

Figure 3.2: Map of the Wabanaki homeland. The Kennebec were also known as Canibas
(Haviland 2012:14; Prins 2011:100). Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Maine
GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
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2011:99). In the Penobscot origin story, Gluskabe forges their homeland by defeating Aglemebu,
a monster frog who is hoarding water. Chopping down a yellow birch, Gluskabe crushes the frog
and releases the water which becomes the Penobscot River, with all the tree’s branches
becoming other rivers and tributaries. The Penobscot in turn jumped in the river to quench their
thirst and some turned into fish, frogs, or turtles (Haviland 2012:67–68; Nyman et al. 2020).
While this story highlights the significance of Maine’s riverine environments specifically,
the landscape was defined by how the network of rivers, tributaries, and lakes connected interior
regions with the coast. In total, Maine possesses more than 30,000 miles of rivers and over 200
miles of coastline, or over 5,000 miles if including all inlets and islands. These waterways have
more or less occupied their present position for the past 5,000 years, meandering, ebbing, and
flowing in slightly different ways over time. During what archaeologists call the Ceramic Period
(3,000–400 BP), the Wabanaki invented or adopted the birchbark canoe and began routinely
traversing this natural regional transportation network. Where bodies of water were not
connected, the distance to the next waterway was relatively short, so Wabanaki often could
portage their light-weight canoes to the next river or lake (Bourque 2011:28; Cook 2007:16–18;
Sanger and Robinson 2015:4).
Although these portages or canoe carries facilitated travel throughout the region, it did
not lead to cultural homogeneity. While some Native Americans communities traveled between
inland and coastal areas, others lived along the coast or inland year-round until about 1,000 years
ago (Haviland 2012:44; Sanger and Robinson 2015:4). Along the coast, people primarily lived in
wigwams with bark or animal hides attached to a dome-shaped pole framework (Haviland
2012:44; Bourque 2001:88–89). Archaeological evidence of wigwams has proven elusive in the
interior, but presumably they built similar structures (Bourque 2001:88–89). The primary signature
of coastal living are the middens, or trash deposits, that settlements left behind. Around 2,000
middens, in this case large heaps of discarded shell and other faunal remains, have been
identified on Maine’s shores and are threatened by climate change and rising sea-levels (Sanger
and Robinson 2015:4; Spofford-Watts 1997:13; Spiess 2017:107).
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Settlement patterns shifted around 1,000 years ago to become more mobile, with many
Wabanaki moving inland for the winter and returning to the coast for the spring, summer, and fall
(Bourque 2001:92–93; Haviland 2012:44; Spiess and Lewis 2001:98). In what would become the
town of Sedgwick during the 18th century, one of the largest, precontact coastal villages
developed and thrived between circa 1000–500 BP (Cox 2021:3). Located on Naskeag Point with
spectacular 180-degree water views of Blue Hill Bay, the village has been called Maine’s
precontact capital (Cox 2021:1; Ellsworth American, 20 July 2010; Haviland 2012:45; Spiess et
al. 1983:96). Archaeological excavation of the village, known as the Goddard site, revealed that
Naskeag Point served as a centralized hub for trade, with people arriving in the summer and early
fall from as far away as Nova Scotia and Cape Cod bearing goods like scrapers, projectile points,
and pottery for exchange (Bourque 2001:93; Bourque 2011:24; Haviland 2012:45; Spiess et al.
1983:100–101). The best-known foreign artifact from the site is a Norse penny minted between
AD 1065–1080. Since the penny post-dates Norse settlement in Newfoundland and was the only
Norse artifact recovered, the Norse probably did not visit Naskeag Point. Instead, the coin likely
arrived through trade with tribes like the Dorset to the north (Bourque 2001:93, 113; Bourque
2011:24, 26; Cox 2021:57; Haviland 2012:46).
In addition to resources like pottery and stone tools, trade funneled food throughout the
region and enhanced social and political ties. While in southern New England Native Americans
cultivated crops like corn (or maize), beans, and squash, farming was less prevalent to the north.
In Maine, Wabanaki living along the coast west of the Kennebec River had adopted farming
practices from their southern neighbors by AD 1100, but communities east of the Kennebec relied
primarily on hunting game, fishing, collecting shellfish, and foraging to feed their families (Asch
Sidell 1999:217; Bourque 2001:86–87; Haviland 2012:46; Spiess 2017:106; Woodard 2004:62–
63). The paucity of agriculture in Downeast Maine can be attributed to the relatively short growing
seasons, ample wild resources, and the extensive and reliable trade networks through which
people procured foods like corn, beans, and squash as desired (Haviland 2012:46; Prins
2011:99; Woodard 2004:62–63).
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Contact, Commerce, and Colonization
Maine’s resources and trading possibilities lured Europeans to its shores. Seeking “cod,
not God,” John Cabot and his crew may have been the first Europeans to make landfall in Maine
(Williams 1995:2). They arrived in northern New England in 1497 after a month-long voyage from
England and sailed along the craggy coastline for several months, appraising the landscape and
Native American settlements (Churchill 2011b:34, 37). That year, Raimondo de Soncino wrote a
letter to the Duke of Milan, informing him that cod were so plentiful on the Grand Banks of
Newfoundland that they could be caught in “baskets let down with stone” (Churchill 2011b:34).
Throughout the 1500s, European ships plied the Gulf of Maine, with the first recorded
European arrival being Giovanni da Verrazano who sailed for the French in 1524 (Bowden
2015:5; Haviland 2012:48; Prins 2011:103). After making landfall near South Carolina, he worked
his way up the coast to New England where he heard rumors of an elaborate city resplendent
with gold, silver, pearls, and crystal. Purported to be somewhere along the Penobscot River, this
mythical settlement of Norumbega enticed many other explorers to Maine after being included on
a map of the region in 1529 (Churchill 2011b:39).
Although Norumbega proved elusive, Verrazano’s travels produced some of the earliest
accounts of Maine’s coastal landscape and European interaction with Native Americans. He
especially admired the islands, “all lying near the land, being small and pleasant to view… having
very many turnings and windings among them making many fair harbors and channels as they do
in the Gulf of Venice” (Spofford-Watts 1997:5–6). His impression of the Abenaki he met near
Casco Bay in Southern Maine was less favorable; Verrazano recounts how after trading, the
Abenaki mooned him and his crew, “laughing immoderately” (Brain 2007:1–2; Churchill 2011b:37;
Haviland 2012:48; Woodard 2004:67). A few months after Verrazano’s expedition, Esteban
Gómez explored the Gulf of Maine for Spain, sailing up the Penobscot River in search of “el
Cathays oriental” (China) and then south to Rhode Island, where he kidnapped several Native
Americans. Upon returning to Spain, he was forced to release those who had survived the
voyage (Bowden 2015:5; Churchill 2011b:38; Haviland 2012:47). John Rut then sailed for
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England in 1527, proclaiming the Penobscot “a river which is one of the finest in the world”
(Churchill 2011b:38; Spofford-Watts 1997:6).
Despite such European incursions into the region, encounters with the Wabanaki in
Maine were relatively limited until the end of the 16th century (Bourque 2001:114). In fact,
Portuguese, French, Spanish, and Basque fleets fishing and whaling off Newfoundland and in the
Gulf of St. Lawrence rarely risked going ashore, preferring to secure their catch and return home
(Bourque 2001:114–115). By the end of the 16th century, driven in part by an insatiable desire for
furs, Europeans shifted their gaze from the ocean inland. In the ensuing years, Wabanaki
communities around the Gulf of St. Lawrence regularly began trading beaver and other pelts for
European-produced goods ranging from brass kettles to blankets and biscuits. The French forged
relatively positive relationships with them through trade in this period (Haviland 2012:77; Bourque
2001:115, 117; Prins 2011:103).
As trading ventures proved successful to the north, European exploration along Maine’s
coast and rivers to the south intensified. John Walker, for example, cruised up the Penobscot
River for the English in 1580 and stole 300 moose hides from a local Native American lodge, and
three years later, Étienne Bellenger reached the Penobscot after sailing west from Cape Breton
(Bourque 2001:117; Haviland 2012:48; Prins 2011:105). Bartholomew Gosnold sailed to Maine in
1602 for English Catholics seeking to settle the New World, followed by Martin Pring in 1603,
George Weymouth in 1605, and John Smith in 1614 (Bourque 2001:118; Haviland 2012:77).
Sailing with Gosnold, John Brereton described Maine’s landscape in glowing terms, praising its
“fat and lustie” soil and valuable stands of “high timbered oakes,” “ceders, straight and tall,” and
other trees like walnut, cherry, sassafras (Brereton 1602:6–7). Despite the natural virtues some
explorers like Brereton extolled, the first English settlement established at Popham Colony near
the mouth of the Kennebec River in 1607 lasted only a year (Figure 3.3). Sir Ferdinando Gorges
summed up the failure saying, “our former hopes were frozen to death,” for Maine proved a “cold,
barren, mountainous, rocky desert” and an “intolerably cold and sterile region, not inhabitable by
our English nation” (Brain 2007:13; Churchill 2011a:60; Thayer 1892:213–214).
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Figure 3.3: Wabanaki, English, and French settlements, villages, and trading posts, 1620–
1676 (Bourque 2001:130; Prins 2011:100). Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and
Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
Three years earlier, the French similarly tried and failed to establish a lasting settlement
in Maine on St. Croix Island to the north. Building their houses, the expedition was plagued by
black flies so thick that some people could barely see due to swollen bites around their eyes.
During the first winter, about half of the settlers died from scurvy, starvation, and/or exposure.
The Passamaquoddy returned to the island in the spring and while the destitute settlers traded
with them for bread and other goods they desperately needed, the French ultimately quit the
island and moved to Port Royal in southern Nova Scotia (Bourque 2001:106, 118; Haviland
2012:48; Prins 2011:104; Spofford-Watts 1997:7). Samuel de Champlain was a member of this
expedition and his sketches and accounts offer glimpses into Wabanaki life and landscapes along
the Maine coast around 1604 (Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4: Samuel de Champlain’s 1607 map, “Descripsion des costs, pts., rades, illes de
la Nouuele France [sic]” (Hornsby 2015:6). Image courtesy of the Library of Congress,
Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
In Southern Maine around Saco, Champlain encountered “agile people” living in a large
village with nearby fields of cultivated corn, beans, squash, pumpkins, and tobacco (Bourque
2011:27; Cowie and Pawling 2015:7). While agriculture helped support larger settlements with as
many as 1,000 inhabitants, villages like the one Champlain visited were often spread out with
individual farmsteads where residents cultivated small plots, usually an acre or so in size
(Bourque 2001:87; Spiess 2018). He also observed few crops growing east of Saco, which
coincides with evidence that agriculture remained concentrated in Southern Maine. People from
the Kennebec River area told Champlain that crops had been cultivated upriver, but they had
ceased growing corn because their harvests were stolen, probably by the Micmacs (Bourque
2001:87; Bourque 2011:27; Haviland 2012:15). Agriculture only extended Downeast during the
17th century when groups from southern New England moved eastward due to warfare and
social upheaval, which I discuss later (Bourque 2001:87).
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Although Europeans failed to establish a firm and lasting foothold in Maine early in the
17th century, their contact with Native Americans was more than sufficient to spread virulent
disease. Wabanaki living in northern areas where trade had blossomed in the 16th century
experienced the scourge first, and before long epidemics became widespread. The “Great Dying”
lasted until 1618 (Bourque 2001:118–120; Haviland 2012:47, 81). In 1623, Christopher Levett
observed in Southern Maine near what is now the town of York “good timber” and “good ground
and much already cleared, fit for planting corne and other fruits, having heretofore been planted
by the Salvages [sic] who are all dead” (Levett 1893 [1628]:92; Bourque 2001:119). All told, at
least 75% and as much as 90% of the Native Americans perished from disease (Barton et al.
2011:105; Cowie and Pawling 2015:7; Haviland 2012:80; Prins 2011:97). Despite their losses, the
Wabanaki endured as a cohesive group, experiencing an unprecedented invasion of their
homeland in the following years (Bourque 2001:120).
New England vs. New France: Early Outposts and Settlements
The English began arriving in Maine in greater numbers after the founding of Plymouth
Colony in Massachusetts in 1620. The Council for New England carved up the Province of Maine
in 1622, granting land between the Merrimack and Piscataqua Rivers, which today is New
Hampshire, to Captain John Mason and land between the Piscataqua and the Kennebec Rivers
in Maine to Sir Ferdinando Gorges (Hornsby 2015:8; Maine Historical Records Survey Project
[MHRSP] 1940:5–6). Early outposts included fishing operations (e.g., Damariscove, Piscataqua,
Pemaquid) and inland trading posts (e.g., Cushnoc, Penobscot, Machias) (see Figure 3.3).
Although thriving, outposts failed to become full-fledged, permanent settlements. Outposts were
usually populated by men and were, as archaeological investigation at Cushnoc revealed, fairly
spartan and utilitarian in nature (Bourque 2001:120; Churchill 2011a:52–53; Cranmer 1990:2).
During the 1630s and 40s, at least eight new English settlements developed in Southern
Maine (Bourque 2001:120–121; Churchill 2011a:54–57). Unlike previous outposts, frontier
settlements were settled by diverse families hailing from urban and rural areas of England and
New England. Settlement was concentrated along the coast and rivers, such that villages were
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dispersed, “strung out in long, ribbon-like patterns” and lacking town centers, making them
different from those elsewhere in New England (Figure 3.5) (Churchill 2011a:56). In places like
Saco, where Samuel de Champlain had observed a great Native American village and corn fields
flourishing only 30 years prior, Anglo-American families now built farmsteads on tracts of land
ranging from 50 to 100 acres. Many families diversified their economic pursuits, partaking in
small-scale fur trading and fishing, but farming was usually their primary focus. Where possible,
they coopted Wabanaki fields abandoned in the wake of epidemics that ravaged Native American
communities (Baker and Hornsby 2015:10; Bourque 2001:121; Churchill 2011a:56–57).
Before long, the English outnumbered the Wabanaki in their homeland. By the 1670s,
some 5,000 English settlers lived west of Muscongus Bay, which lies between the Kennebec and
Penobscot Rivers, with the area between the Piscataqua and York Rivers being most densely

Figure 3.5: Map of English settlements west of the Kennebec River in the “Province of
Mayne [sic]” circa 1653 (Baker and Hornsby 2015:10). Image courtesy of the Digital Maine
Repository.
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settled (Baker and Hornsby 2015:10; Prins 2011:108). As 19th-century historian William D.
Williamson (1832:605) notes, the Wabanaki were loathe “to see the breaches between the water
and the woods, continually widened by the axe and the toils of the white men; and to notice the
advances of civilization stealing upon them like approaching flames.”
To the east of Muscongus Bay, Wabanaki still outnumbered Europeans five to one
around 1670, with some 2,500 Wabanaki, including 750 Etchemins and 1,750 Micmacs,
occupying the region. Only 500 European lived in the area at the time, but in less than 100 years
British-American settlers would begin trickling and then flooding to the region (Haviland 2012:84).
This area, including Downeast Maine, was less populous and became a frontier relatively late due
in part to competing land claims. In 1603, the French claimed Acadia, which encompassed the
territory between the Kennebec and the St. Croix Rivers, but the English crown allotted much of
the same area to the Plymouth Company in 1606 (Churchill 2011b:45; Williamson 1832:27, 266,
293).
Dynamics in Acadia shifted as the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye formally brought the
territory back under French control in 1632. After ousting the Plymouth traders from their outpost
at Penobscot, the French established Fort Pentagoet in its place (see Figure 3.3). Their fur
trading post thrived from 1635 until 1654 when the British regained control of the region.
Pentagoet changed hands again in 1670 and became the capital of French Acadia before falling
into the hands of the Dutch in 1674 during the Franco-Dutch War and being destroyed (Bourque
2001:120–121; Faulkner and Faulkner 1987:29; Faulkner and Faulkner 2011:80; Haviland
2012:80–81, 85; Wheeler 1875:29–35).
Anglo-American settlement strategies in Southern Maine differed from those to the east
of the Kennebec River in Acadia. Although the French initially sought to establish agricultural
settlements like the English and did so successfully in the St. Lawrence valley and parts of Nova
Scotia, Downeast Maine was primarily valued for its fishing, timber, and fur-trading opportunities
rather than its farmland. Instead of rambling farmsteads strung out along rivers, the French
formed small and efficient enclaves (Faulkner and Faulkner 2011:77–79, 82). Built of stone,
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Pentagoet was perhaps the best example of a consolidated and fortified French settlement,
symbolizing French intentions to remain in the region permanently (Faulkner and Faulkner
2011:82–84; Haviland 2012:85).
A Century of Periodic Conflict (c. 1640–1763)
Despite attempts to build stalwart settlements, the French were as susceptible as their
English counterparts to the increasing tensions, turmoil, and warfare of the 17th century. Conflict
occurred not only between Europeans and the Wabanaki, but among the Wabanaki and other
Native American tribes and among European powers. Alliances between European and Native
American groups further complicated the fraught political and diplomatic landscape.
Beaver Wars (1640–1701)
The Beaver Wars involved practically every Native American tribe between Nova Scotia
and the Chesapeake and as far west as the Great Lakes. As the name suggests, these wars
stemmed from disputes over the fur trade and were characterized by periodic skirmishes, with
Maine becoming the site of conflict several times (Prins 2011:110–113). That attacks during the
Beaver Wars occasionally came within a stone’s throw of English outposts like Penobscot served
as a reminder that Maine’s frontier outposts and settlements were embedded within a broader,
contested landscape. Wars originally waged in Europe often became New World battles with
long-term consequences, as was the case when Pentagoet fell to the Dutch during the FrancoDutch War in 1674. While brief, the Dutch tenure in Acadia had a lasting impact on Maine due to
its interference with French trading activities at Fort Pentagoet, cutting off Wabanaki access to
firearms and other goods the English would not sell (Faulkner and Faulkner 2011:91–92).
King Philip’s War (1675–1678)
Wars elsewhere in the New World likewise impacted Maine. As King Philip’s War
consumed southern New England with Wampanoag sachem Metacomet leading the rebellion, the
English in Maine grew increasingly concerned about a Wabanaki uprising and adamant about
disarming them. They expected the Wabanaki to surrender their weapons and failure to comply
was grounds for death. Such draconian measures served only to exacerbate tensions, and in the
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summer of 1676, the “Wabanaki War” erupted. The Wabanaki War is typically viewed as an
extension of King Philip’s War, but its immediate causes—the collapse of trade and English
disarming practices—were specific to the region (Churchill and Hornsby 2015:12; Faulkner and
Faulkner 2011:91–92; Haviland 2012:85; Prins 2011:115–117). King Philip’s War ended in 1678
when the English, Etchemin sachem Madockawando, and Abenaki leaders signed the Treaty of
Casco, which reserved land west of Pemaquid for the English and demarcated land beyond
Pemaquid as Wabanaki territory (Churchill and Hornsby 2015:12; Faulkner and Faulkner
2011:92–93; Haviland 2012:85–86; Prins 2011:117–118).
Further east, the French focused on fortifying their position in Acadia and their
relationship with the Etchemins. Around 1677, Jean Vincent d’ Abbedie, the Baron de St.-Castin,
shored up French control of the southwestern region by forming a new settlement less than two
miles upriver from where Pentagoet once stood. St.-Castin’s habitation, which included a dwelling
and warehouse, lay at the heart of an Etchemin village of 160 people and their 32 wigwams.
Compared to those who preceded him, St.-Castin thoroughly embraced the Etchemins, so
Europeans derisively called him the “capitaine des sauvages” rather than the Baron de St.-Castin
(Faulkner and Faulkner 2011:93; Haviland 2012:85–86).
King William’s War (1689–1699)
As colonists failed to uphold provisions of the Treaty of Casco, tensions once again rose.
Fed up with colonists and their cattle marauding through their crops, Wabanaki slaughtered
several cattle in August 1688 (Ghere 2011:124). That same year, Sir Edmund Andros, Governor
of New England, raided St.-Castin’s settlement in response to increasing French hostility
(Haviland 2012:86; Lustig 2002:174). Retaliatory actions from all parties (the French, English, and
Wabanaki) ushered in King William’s War, which encompassed parts of New England, Maine,
and Newfoundland (Ghere 2011:124). Working together, the French and Wabanaki pushed the
English back and preserved the western boundary of Acadia, first taking Falmouth and Berwick in
Southern Maine in 1690. By the end of the year, the English had retreated, quitting their
settlements between Falmouth and Wells (Ghere 2011:126–127).
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In response, the English sailed up the Kennebec and Penobscot Rivers, wreaking havoc
on Wabanaki settlements and ruining their fields of much needed crops in a year already plagued
by shortages. After some peace-seeking Wabanaki were killed at the English fort at Pemaquid in
1696, St.-Castin led a group of 25 French and 250 Wabanaki south and destroyed the fort,
forcing the English to retreat south. Massachusetts then launched a new crusade in Downeast
Maine, sailing up the Penobscot River and then to Naskeag Point, Deer Isle, Mount Desert Island,
where they found only deserted villages (Ghere 2011:127; Haviland 2012:88–89). Periodic
skirmishes continued until 1699 when Wabanaki sagamores and the English signed the Treaty of
Ryswick, which failed to address the root of their issues but formally ended the war (Ghere
2011:127, 129; Haviland 2012:87–88). Although the English and French sustained losses, the
war had been most costly for the Wabanaki, who lost community members and land alike
(Churchill and Hornsby 2015:12).
Queen Anne’s War (1702–1713)
With disputes largely unresolved, the peace following the Treaty of Ryswick was fragile.
When the drumbeats of war resumed in Europe with the War of the Spanish Succession in 1701,
the English suspected the French would persuade the Wabanaki to attack English settlements
(Ghere 2011:129). Queen Anne’s War began in 1702, but neither the French nor Wabanaki
attacked the English until the Spring of 1703 after crewmembers of the English privateer Flying
Horse ransacked St.-Castin’s habitation at Naskeag, raping and probably killing his daughter and
murdering her husband (Bourque 2001:176; Haviland 2012:89). Joining forces, about 30 French
and 230 Micmac and Mohawk allies sailed south to English Maine and demolished settlements
and outposts between Wells and Falmouth (Bourque 2001:176; Ghere 2011:129). Massachusetts
then decided to wage war on all Wabanaki, blaming the entire group for the actions of the few
who participated in such expeditions (Ghere 2011:129; Haviland 2012:89). To avoid the Bay
Colony’s wrath, many Wabanaki moved into the interior or north to French Acadia and the St.
Lawrence River. In so doing, they unwittingly complied with Massachusetts Governor Joseph
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Dudley’s long-term strategy of pushing the Wabanaki to more marginal lands, “Inaccessible
places, and parts, where no Corn will grow” (Baxter 1907:252, also cited in Bourque 2001:180).
The Treaty of Portsmouth, signed in 1713, marked the conclusion of Queen Anne’s War
(Ghere 2011:129). The Treaty of Utrecht, also signed in 1713, ended the war in Europe but had
ramifications for Maine, with Acadia being handed over to the English. The French therefore
retained only Cape Breton Island to guard New France (Bourque 2001:182; Haviland 2012:89).
Meanwhile, Wabanaki populations were more scattered than ever before and soon were under
siege again as English colonists began expanding settlements in the Kennebec region. Although
the colonists undermined the Treaty of Portsmouth, the Governor of Massachusetts, Samuel
Shute, warned the Wabanaki to “desist from any pretensions to lands which the English own”
(Bourque 2001:183).
Dummer’s War (1721–1727)
In the aftermath of Queen Anne’s War, Wabanaki relations with the English deteriorated,
and in July 1722, Massachusetts declared war on the Wabanaki. Commonly known as Dummer’s
War, after the Governor of Massachusetts Bay, this conflict represented the fourth AngloWabanaki War in less than 50 years and proved the most devastating (Bourque 2001:186; Ghere
2011:130). While the French to some extent supported the Wabanaki in Dummer’s War, the
Wabanaki were largely left to fend for themselves as English militias sailed up the Kennebec and
Penobscot Rivers spoiling for a fight. The English razed villages like Panawamaské (also known
as Penawabskik) on Indian Island in the Penobscot River and upended the Wabanaki way of life,
their patrols interfering with hunting, fishing, foraging, and harvesting, leaving many people
destitute. As in Queen Anne’s War, the threat of violence caused Wabanaki communities to
become increasingly displaced as they sought safety in smaller family groups and moved inland
(Ghere 2011:130; Haviland 2012:90–91). In some cases, Wabanaki traveled back to their villages
to glean whatever crops they could from their fields, but these ventures were risky. At
Norridgewock, for example, a troop of English rangers and Native American allies ambushed the
Wabanaki and missionary Father Rale as they began to harvest corn in August 1724. In the one48

day assault, as many as 100 were killed, including Rale, with the triumphant English-led group
taking 27 Wabanaki scalps (Ghere 2011:130, 132; Bourque 2001:194; Haviland 2012:91).
Dummer’s Treaty brought an end to the bloodshed in 1727 (Ghere 2011:132–133).
After the conflict, western Wabanaki basically resigned from frontier affairs and left their
eastern counterparts to grapple with conflicting English and French claims to their homeland.
Dynamics also shifted among eastern Wabanaki as the Penobscot succeeded the Kennebec as
leaders in negotiating with their intrusive English neighbors. The Penobscot and Kennebec were
separate Wabanaki tribes, with most Penobscot congregating at the village of Panawamské on
the Penobscot River and most Kennebec living at Norridgewock on the Kennebec River.
Previously occupied coastal villages mostly sat empty as people moved to these settlements or
farther east, while west of the Kennebec River Wabanaki persisted living in dispersed small family
groups (Ghere 2011:133–134).
With Native American communities devastated and displaced from Dummer’s War, some
English, Scots-Irish, German, and French Huguenot households tentatively ventured northward
and eastward, settling as far east as Georgetown in Midcoast Maine (Vickery et al. 2011:243).
King George’s War, 1744–1748
About a decade later, the War of Austrian Succession broke out in Europe and made its
way overseas in the form of King George’s War. In Maine, the Wabanaki initially tried to maintain
neutrality, yet those to the north quickly became entangled in the conflict. Most supported the
French and began raiding settlements near the Kennebec River and in Nova Scotia. Although the
Kennebec and Penobscot were not involved, the Massachusetts Bay Colony pressured them to
take up arms against the perpetrators, declaring war on all Wabanaki “east of Passamaquoddy”
in October 1744 and forbidding “any correspondence with those Indian rebels” (Williamson
1832:218; Ghere 2011:135–136; Bourque 2001:197). Many resisted, seeking safety by fleeing
inland or north, while others took up arms alongside the British or, if unwilling to fight, were
“employed in making snow-shoes” (Williamson 1832:218; Ghere 2011:135–136).
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As in Dummer’s War, the Massachusetts Governor William Shirley incentivized violence
against the Wabanaki (specifically the Passamaquoddy, Micmacs, and Maliseets) by offering a
£100-bounty on scalps of males over 12 and a £50-bounty for killing women and children in 1744.
He offered a bonus £5 for live prisoners (Williamson 1832:218; Haviland 2012:92). According to a
Catholic missionary, less active but equally destructive approaches to bring the Wabanaki to heel
included distributing blankets riddled with disease among the Micmacs and Maliseets (Haviland
2012:92).
After the French-held Fortress of Louisbourg in Cape Breton fell to the British in June
1745, “rebel” Wabanaki from Canada coordinated with some Penobscot and Kennebec to raid
Fort St. George and Pemaquid in July. A month later, the Bay Colony declared war on the
Kennebec and Penobscot as well. With the Wabanaki Confederacy at war once again, groups led
primarily by northern Wabanaki attacked colonial settlements and many struggled to survive,
plagued by hunger. Although several Penobscot had sought a détente as early as October 1745,
the war dragged on until 1748. The Treaty of Falmouth, effectively a reprisal of Dummer’s Treaty,
formally restored peace in October 1749 (Williamson 1832:232, 240; Ghere 2011:136; Bourque
2001:199).
French and Indian War, 1754–1763
The sixth and final war in the roughly century-long war of attrition against the Wabanaki
began in 1754. Within the year, what started as a conflict between the British and French over
dominion of the Ohio Valley extended to Maine and became a prolonged battle for Acadia
(Bourque 2001:200). British victory in the French and Indian War, or Seven Years’ War,
effectively redefined the colonial boundaries of the province of Maine and precipitated a surge of
settlers to the frontier.
Recognizing that a French and British showdown was imminent, Massachusetts
Governor Shirley had begun fortifying the British position in Maine in 1753. In 1754, responding to
false reports of a French fort on the Kennebec River near Norridgewock, he ordered a militia to
construct Fort Halifax at Taconic Falls where the Kennebec and Sebasticook Rivers joined. That
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fall, an expedition including mainly Wabanaki from Canada, possibly some Kennebec, and at
least one Penobscot attacked Fort Halifax. Holding their ground, Massachusetts in turn declared
war in June 1755 on all Wabanaki except the Penobscot, who Governor Shirley tried to pressure
into joining their ranks (Ghere 2011:138–139; Bourque 2001:201; Williamson 1832:312).
Continued raiding in the St. George region, still spearheaded by Wabanaki from the
north, prompted the Penobscot to leave the area. Lieutenant Governor Spencer Phips interpreted
their departure as a sign that they had in fact participated in the raids, so he declared war on the
Penobscot in November 1755, meaning Massachusetts was at war with all Wabanaki east of the
Piscataqua River yet again (Ghere 2011:139; Bourque 2001:202; Williamson 1832:317).
Between the declaration of war, bounties, and Nova Scotia’s Governor Charles Lawrence
ordering nearly 20,000 French living in Acadia to leave in September 1755, the Wabanaki
position became increasingly tenuous (Bourque 2001:202). The Penobscot and others who
continued living in their homes were especially vulnerable, caught between the pincers of the
British and French; they petitioned for peace in February 1757. In a bid to keep them closely
surveilled and separate from rebellious factions, Phips enjoined them to relocate to St. Georges,
but they did not want to and were therefore targeted by the English militia (Bourque 2001:203).
Even before raids resumed in the Kennebec and St. Georges area in 1758, from a
British-American perspective life in Maine was “shrouded in gloom.” Settlers lamented,
barbarians were let loose from the wilderness upon our frontiers; a great number of farms
were abandoned or laid waste; hundreds had lost their lives, their families or their
property; some places were visited with severe sickness; and whole fields of corn and
grain were ruined by devouring worms (Williamson 1832:323).
Early in 1759, a Penobscot-led party petitioned again for peace and Phips’ successor, Thomas
Pownall, reiterated the conditions outlined by Phips (Bourque 2001:203).
As French defeats mounted, the British assumed control of Maine’s primary waterways
from the St. Johns River south. Only the Penobscot River remained unfortified as the war for
dominion of Maine and North America more generally eased around May 1759. Since the English
viewed the Penobscot as French allies because some refused to fight for the English and others
joined the French, Pownall did not hesitate to claim the heart of their ancestral homeland as the
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spoils of war. He seized territory along the Penobscot River almost as far north as Orono,
embedding in the eastern shore an inscribed lead plate that declared the area “Province of
Massachusetts Bay, Penobscot, dominions of Great Britain” (Bourque 2001:203–204; Ghere
2011:139; MHRSP 1940:7). At the river’s mouth, he also built Fort Pownall. In 1762, the fort
served as the backdrop for a meeting to restore peace in the region before the Treaty of Paris,
signed in 1763, formally ended the war and secured British claims to Maine (Bourque 2001:204;
Haviland 2012:94–95; Ghere 2011:139). British Americans reveled in the empire’s victory, with
one song proclaiming, “Canada’s boasted Strength” was “reduc’d at Length” and “no more shall
Savages Commit vile Ravages, George is their King” (Leamon 1993:31).
Frontier Settlement, 1763–1775
With the cessation of French and Indian War and the perceived “elimination of the Indian
menace,” settlers surged to Maine (Coolidge 1963:33). Between 1765 and 1775, Maine’s
population roughly doubled, swelling from 23,000 to 47,000. Likewise, the number of towns and
townships rose; while only 21 townships existed during the early 1700s, at least 120 more were
established between 1750 and 1775 (Leamon 2011:144). Although a Royal Proclamation in 1763
prohibited English settlers from moving east of the Penobscot River, grants like the 1762 Marsh
Grant (Chapter 4) encouraged settlement in Downeast Maine and undermined attempts at
preserving some degree of Native autonomy (Haviland 2012:95; Wasson 1878:10).
Massachusetts Governor Francis Bernard claimed he did not endorse such encroachment yet
permitted settlers to occupy land they deemed long deserted (Williamson 1832:362; Haviland
2012:96; Wasson 1878:10). Given seasonal mobility of Native groups, much land that seemed
ripe for the taking was in fact vacated only temporarily (Haviland 2012:96). Consequently, as
settlers from southern New England and Southern Maine pushed north and east, they effectively
acquired “autonomy by destroying that of the ‘native’ Americans in their way” (Taylor 1990:9).
Some settlers, like Jonathan Fisher, a minister in the Downeast Maine town of Blue Hill,
recognized the irony and viewed the landscape as a deeply historical palimpsest, one that
became increasingly complex as the General Court of Massachusetts carved the frontier into
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townships. The layering of the landscape was literal as settlers established farmsteads,
cultivating Wabanaki lands and knowing full well “that their sheep grazed on Indian graves”
(Murphy 2010:11; Ulrich 2001:38).
Enticed by the prospect of “the garden of the North” (Irland 1986:64), families of modest
means risked migrating to the Eastern frontier (Adams and Kasakoff 1985:365, 367). The majority
moving to Maine were farmers, but not in a strict sense; most also engaged in pursuits ranging
from fishing to logging to supplement seasonal agricultural activities (Russell 1982). In relatively
newly settled eastern areas, where logging and fishing were initially prioritized over agriculture,
people relied on trade to procure food, exporting timber, wood products such as shingles and oak
staves, and fish. In older settlements in Southern Maine, the economy was more diversified, as
was the social hierarchy. Merchants, doctors, lawyers, and the Congregational clergy formed the
top tier of society and ranking below them were smaller merchants, shopkeepers, craftsmen,
fishermen, and farmers, followed by sailors and laborers, who worked on docks, shipyards, and
farms (Leamon 2011:146–147). Since fewer professionals like merchants and lawyers lived in
eastern towns, most people “shared an equality of poverty and hardship” (Leamon 2011:147).
British-American settlements and their impact on the landscape were initially
concentrated along the coast. Coastal lots were preferable because they provided access to the
natural highway system—the ocean—as well as trade networks and marine resources (Barton et
al. 2012:111). Despite increased British-American presence over time, some Wabanaki still lived
along the coast. For example, people continued to occupy what had been Madockawando’s
village near Naskeag Point. When John Billings arrived in 1767 in Sedgwick, also known as
Township Number 4 east of the Penobscot River, he built his home near their village (Haviland
2012:96). While their children played together and Billings and the Wabanaki enjoyed an
amicable relationship, elsewhere relationships were more fraught. In one instance at nearby Fort
Pownall, Jennat Gray allegedly left the fort to milk her cow and was ambushed by a Wabanaki.
Being a “very powerful woman,” she dragged the man to the gate and “entered with the loss of
her skirts” (Gray and Snow 1976:46). Wabanaki quickly surrounded the fort and only after several
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hours of “severe contest” did they retreat (Gray and Snow 1976:46). Such stories, although
perhaps embellished to perpetuate the trope of stalwart settlers overcoming Native Americans,
highlight how the frontier was peopled and not simply free for the taking. Inland Native American
villages like Panawamské, or Indian Island, were generally more insulated from the effect of
British-American settlement, but residents ventured to the coast periodically. Penobscot Chief
Joseph Orono, for example, frequently stayed with Seth Webb on Deer Isle in eastern Penobscot
Bay. Webb, who arrived in 1765 from Windham, Maine, would often hunt with Orono in his
ancestral homeland (Haviland 2012:96–97).
Maine’s Anthropogenic Landscape
Whether coastal or interior, the landscape encountered by settlers following the French
and Indian War could hardly be described as an empty, pristine frontier. Between Wabanaki
inhabitation for thousands of years and European colonization starting in the 17th century,
evidence of people and their previous activities, ranging from burning and agroforestry to foraging
and farming, was distributed across the landscape, concentrated most densely around their
settlements (Cogbill et al. 2002:1281).
Prior to European arrival, fire shaped the landscape of Maine to varying degrees. In
Northern Maine, the lack of charcoal in soils and sediment cores, prevalence of fire-intolerant
hardwood trees, and modern tree stand composition suggest that region was not initially heavily
impacted by fire and remained densely forested through the mid-18th century (Barton et al.
2011:88; Thomas-Van Gundy et al. 2015:19). Historical accounts bolster the image of interior
Northern and Downeast Maine as replete with desirable timber in the 18th century. In 1764,
Joseph Chadwick observed near present-day Orono “trees large high Maples Black and Gray
Oaks Black Birches, Little or no Under brush” and “a good growth of white pine Tember & Masts
[sic]” several furlongs from the Penobscot River (Barton et al. 2011:93). To the northeast of the
Penobscot River, Thomas Pownall described Hancock and Washington counties (which comprise
Downeast Maine) as “White-pine Land” in 1776, with “a strong moist Soil, with some Mixture of
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Oaks, White Ash, Birch, and other Trees.” In “upper inland Parts” of Downeast Maine, he also
observed “Beech Ridges” (Barton et al. 2011:93).
Compared to inland areas, the coastal landscape of Downeast Maine was more of a
rough mosaic by the mid-18th century, with some cleared areas and fields interspersed with
forests dominated by conifers (Barton et al. 2011:54). Overall, however, competing claims and
“wars which these counter claims occasioned, kept [Hancock] county an almost unbroken
wilderness” until the 1760s (Wasson 1878:9). Being less densely settled than Southern and
Midcoast Maine, the frontier region was poised for an influx of people and a radical shift in
landscape composition. Indeed, changes in the land accelerated during the late 18th century, for
settlers arrived in greater numbers after the American Revolution and as “settlers come, white
pine goes” (Barton et al. 2011:107).
While Wabanaki agriculture was uncommon in Northern and Downeast Maine until the
17th century, the Wabanaki had cultivated crops in the Southern and Midcoast regions for years.
Explorers like John Smith (1616:36) looked favorably not only on their “corne” fields, but the
“exceeding fat & fertill” lands upon which they lived. To James Rosier, who sailed with George
Weymouth in 1605, the landscape near Camden Hills “resemble[d] a stately parke,” with oak
trees and limited underbrush (Barton et al. 2011:54–55). Besides hardwood trees like oak, beech,
and maple, pine dominated west of Penobscot Bay. Conifers grew on islands off the coast of
Camden Hills, illustrating how the local landscape was highly variable and diverse (Barton et al.
2011:54–55).
Burning occurred in Southern and Midcoast Maine, but the exact role of fire in creating
the open, park-like landscape is unclear (Barton et al. 2011:89). Early explorers documented no
fires or signs of burning in the region, yet areas characterized by “scattered large trees, open
understories, patchy thickets of sprouts, and oak or pine dominance” resembled the landscape of
southern New England, which Native Americans created and maintained with annual or biannual
“low-intensity” fires (Asch Sidell 1999:217–218; Barton et al. 2011:89; Cronon 1983:49). By
lighting ground fires to burn the understory, they created better habitats for game, enhanced
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hunting prospects, improved berry and mast growth, cleared land for farming, and made travelling
easier (Johnson and Abrams 2017:2).
While the Wabanaki also used controlled fires to make “woodland pastures” for deer and
moose west of the Kennebec River (Woodard 2004:63), fire was not necessary for oak and pine
forests to regenerate (Barton et al. 2011:89). Many northern trees such as pine, beech, sugar
maple, and black birch do not respond favorably to burning (Asch Sidell 1999:218; Cronon
1983:50–51). Paleoethnobotanical analysis of wood remains from archaeological sites around
Southern and Midcoast Maine suggests that trees that respond well to burning like oak were less
prevalent in the Ceramic Period (3,000–400 BP) and Contact Period (AD 1492–1650), providing
additional evidence against widespread burning in the region (Asch Sidell 1999:201, 218; Cronon
1983:51). Given the mixed evidence for fire, Andrew Barton and colleagues (2011:89)
acknowledge three possibilities: (1) fire may have played a limited role in landscape management
in Southern Maine, (2) “low-intensity” fires may have burned frequently and helped create a parklike landscape, or (3) sizeable and undocumented fires razed the landscape and promoted
regrowth.
As the Wabanaki were displaced and decimated by European-brought disease and
violence, forests began reclaiming their abandoned crop fields, as did English settlers (Barton et
al. 2011:105; Baker and Hornsby 2015:10). Settlement, combined with the construction of
sawmills as early as 1631 in places like South Berwick, assured a trend of deforestation along the
coast and nearby river valleys during the Colonial Period that would extend north and east after
the American Revolution (Allin and Judd 2011:268; Barton et al. 2011:104). Until then, the impact
of early Maine settlers on the landscape of southern and Midcoast Maine was concentrated in “a
very thin strip” parallel to the coast and the mouths of prominent rivers like the Saco and
Kennebec (Barton et al. 2011:107). So narrow was the margin of cleared land that Philip Coolidge
(1963:31) estimates that people harvested only between 1–2% of old-growth pines (see also
Barton et al. 2011:106). Although the effect on Maine’s Southern and Midcoast woods was “quite
minimal” before the American Revolution, the landscape was variable with localized areas less
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densely forested than other parts of the state both prior to and following European colonization
(Barton et al. 2011:107).
Since Maine’s colonial history prior to the 1760s revolved chiefly around timber, ship
building, fishing, and fur trading, agricultural fields represented a small fraction of the total land
area. Assuming most of the roughly 12,000 residents present in 1742 each owned at least one
improved acre twenty years later, fields accounted for 10,000–12,000 acres of Maine’s current
land area of more than 19 million acres (Coolidge 1963:32–33). At most, people had cleared (but
did not necessarily cultivate) 8.4% of Maine lands in 1760, meaning 91.6% remained forested,
down less than 1% from in 1600 (Irland 1998:6). Despite relatively limited changes in
environmental composition, the cultural, political, and economic landscape of mid-18th-century
Maine differed vastly from that which confronted Europeans some 200 years earlier.
Maine During the American Revolution (1775–1783)
In the aftermath of the French and Indian War, tensions began to rise between Great
Britain and the colonies. Already coping with the postwar depression, settlers were rankled when
Parliament imposed the Stamp Tax of 1765 on the colonies to subsidize the cost of keeping an
army in the New World, a measure deemed necessary to protect new territory gained in the war
(Leamon 1993:40–41). After repealing the Stamp Act, Parliament instituted the Townshend Acts
between 1767 and 1768, which involved indirect taxes on selected British imports (Leamon
2011:150). Even though repealed by Parliament in 1770, these acts represented yet another
instance of British interference that left settlers in Maine and New England more broadly
increasingly discontent and bellicose.
After the infamous Boston Tea Party where colonists protested the small tax on tea by
dumping cargo in the Boston harbor in 1773, Parliament imposed the Coercive Acts of 1774,
which cut off trade with Boston and thereby crippled Maine’s economy (Leamon 1993:55;
Woodard 2004:136). The colonies formed the Provincial Congress in response and soon after, in
1775, the American Revolution formally began. Maine was vulnerable given its peripheral
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position, and British ships regularly cruised the coastline, disrupting trade that was fundamental to
livelihoods, especially Downeast (Paine 2000:8; Woodard 2004:136).
In Downeast Maine, the war came to a head in the summer of 1779 as the British seized
the port town of Majabagaduce, also known as Castine, to establish the colony of New Ireland.
Seeking to oust the British, the Americans and a group of Penobscot allies launched an
amphibious response known as the Penobscot Expedition, which proved unsuccessful and
disastrous. The British ultimately pursued the fleet up the Penobscot River and Americans
abandoned, scuttled, and burned their ships to avoid capture. The incident is now remembered
as one of the worst American naval defeats prior to Pearl Harbor (Buker 2002; Leamon
1993:107–108, 111, 116).
As the British held Castine and trade faltered and collapsed, malnutrition and famine
loomed for settlers. Environmental pressures made an already desperate situation worse. A
drought in eastern Maine in 1774 resulted in the scarcity of grain the following year, and severe
winters from 1778 until 1780 limited what settlers could provide for their households during the
Revolution (Leamon 1993:141–142). Even without harsher than usual weather, agricultural
production on the frontier was perceived as difficult because of locally thin, acidic, rocky soils, and
invasions of grasshoppers and army worms, so numerous that historian Edwin D. Sanborn called
them the “Northern Army” (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Woodard 2004:136; Taylor 1990:67; Russell
1982:91). Conditions have been portrayed as particularly harsh in Downeast Maine, with Colin
Woodard asserting households “could not raise their own [food] on the rocky soil.”
With farming proving insufficient and trade unreliable during the war, some settlers were
so destitute that they dug for clams along the coast. Settlers feared another “clam year” as in
1767 when they were desperate enough to eat potato sprouts, remnants of starching flour and
clams to survive (Woodard 2004:136). While coastal fishing was possible, the use of boats for
ocean fishing was impractical due to the presence of British ships (Leamon 1993:141–142).
Given the adverse natural conditions and the effects of the American Revolution on trade,
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pioneers are portrayed as adapting to a harsh environment that seemingly steadily deteriorated
through time.
Frontier Settlement (1783–1812)
Toward the end of the American Revolution, the General Court of Massachusetts sought
to better take advantage of the economic resource Maine represented and tasked the
Massachusetts Land Committee (est. 1781) with selling and facilitating settlement on Maine’s
public lands and building frontier infrastructure like schools and churches. The Committee did not
sell land directly to pioneers, but to proprietors, speculators who effectively served as middlemen
in the land sale process, selling the land that they purchased from the Committee to settlers.
Proprietors rarely lived on the frontier themselves, so these absentee landowners were often
denounced by settlers for “[enjoying] security in an eastern town” while profiting from “the
pioneers’ expenditure of labor and blood upon their farms” (Irland 1986:68; Turner 1962
[1893]:56).
Fortunately for the Massachusetts government, increasing population pressure in
southern New England helped spur migration to the frontier after the Revolution. Between 1784
and 1790, Maine’s population nearly doubled, rising from 56,321 to 96,540. Most pioneers were
British Americans hailing from Massachusetts proper and sought to secure tracts of land on which
they could build, farm, and make “improvements” (Brown and Fehrenbacher 1977:75; Leamon et
al. 2011:170). While the government enjoyed increased revenue and secured control of territorial
claims as people flocked to the frontier, land claims quickly became contentious. Under the
impression that “the king’s land [was] won by common effort for the benefit of all,” settlers often
claimed land for which they lacked a title (Leamon 2011:171; Vickery et al. 2011:247–248; Taylor
1990). Even if they possessed a land title, proprietors’ claims sometimes overlapped, meaning
settlers’ titles could be disputed (Leamon et al. 2011:171; Taylor 1990).
As settlers moved Downeast and into the Penobscot River Valley, they also encroached
on the Penobscot, who maintained their village at Indian Island Oldtown and began moving
farther upriver during the late 18th century (Bourque 2001:215). Although the Penobscot claimed
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all land between their present village (i.e., Oldtown) and Canada, they eventually signed a treaty
with Massachusetts in 1796 that secured their title to the islands in the Penobscot River up to 30
miles north of Oldtown (Bourque 2001:216–217). Nevertheless, encroachment continued and by
the turn of the 19th century, their hunting and fishing activities were hindered and largely
undermined by surrounding Euroamerican settlements (Bourque 2001:217).
Despite the steady flow of pioneers to the frontier, the Massachusetts Land Committee
sought to accelerate settlement and further increase revenue by experimenting with a lottery
system of land distribution. This type of land speculation was blind to the ecological
characteristics of the land and potential agricultural utility, designed only to generate revenue. In
1787, tickets were auctioned for lands in 50 eastern Maine towns, but only 16% of the tickets
were sold (Irland 1986:64). The lottery was unappealing because households could not be sure if
they would purchase a swamp or arable land. Further, the General Court of Massachusetts was
unwilling to provide adequate funding for roads and water transport. The lack of infrastructure and
general support deterred would-be settlers, and likely frustrated established settlers, given that
they were expected to pay state taxes but only received limited benefits (Irland 1986:64; Coolidge
1963:66; Leamon et al. 2011:171). Farm households were especially disillusioned because
Massachusetts catered to commercial interests, taxing commercial and liquid property at
relatively low rates. Almost a third of taxes collected by Massachusetts were from poll taxes,
charged for all males no matter their wealth. Unlike local taxes which could be paid with goods, all
state taxes (including poll taxes) had to be paid in specie, paper money, or commercial paper, all
of which were scarce on the frontier (Leamon et al. 2011:171).
The lack of state involvement in Maine was not without advantages. As Massachusetts
became less invested in the region, individual landowners increasingly made more decisions
about land use and division. Each farmstead required gardens, fields, and pastures, so as
households divided the land, they created a “new ecological mosaic that would gradually
transform New England ecosystems” (Cronon 1983:138).
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Although the frontier may have “afforded [settlers] the unrestricted life of a pioneer
community,” historians indicate that communities remained “restrained by the intractability of the
wilderness,” not to mention debt, ambiguous land rights, and depressed markets after the
American Revolution (Akagi 1963:294; Vickery et al. 2011:243). Poor living conditions
documented by tax assessors in 1792 in the coastal Downeast Maine town of Blue Hill have
generally been treated as representative of conditions elsewhere on the frontier (Taylor 1990:70).
In a note appended to the tax documents (archived at the Massachusetts State Library’s Special
Collections Department in Boston), the assessors describe people living in “log huts” and roughly
30 unfinished single-level homes. Instead of barns, assessors found “miserable sheds and
hovels,” and mills that were on “indifferent streams” hardly conducive to frontier industry. They
also found a “deficiency of agriculture,” which they attributed not to land quality, but to
townspeople having prioritized lumbering. Due to the deficiency, they noted that settlers often
harvested crops like peas and beans before they fully matured.
Nine years later, conditions had apparently not changed significantly in Blue Hill, at least
according to the tax assessors. Their notes indicate housing was little improved in 1801 and that
agricultural production remained “in so low a state” that the town had to import corn and other
grain. The account concludes with a request to have the town’s state tax reduced as they suspect
their burden is “disproportionate” to other towns.
Together, these descriptions of Blue Hill “in its infancy” in 1792 and in 1801 contribute to
historical narratives that tend to emphasize hardship and continuity in frontier life and landscapes.
While Blue Hill has served as a representative example of frontier towns at the dawn of the 19th
century, worth noting is that tax assessors from neighboring towns rarely added notes to their
valuations, yet Blue Hill warranted multiple. Perhaps life in Blue Hill was harsher than in
neighboring towns, or perhaps other motives like reducing state taxes were at play. In Chapter 5,
I return to such questions and examine the tax data itself to assess how households modified the
landscape in this period.
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War of 1812 (1812–1815)
As the frontier became increasingly populated at the dawn of the 19th century, settlers
were faced with new hardships as the US geared up for the War of 1812, fought for “free trade
and Sailors’ rights” (Williamson 1832:630). In response to British violations of American neutrality,
President Thomas Jefferson devised the Embargo Act of 1807, which prohibited all foreign trade.
The embargo was a failure, diplomatically and economically, and proved especially detrimental to
Downeast Maine’s economy which revolved around coastal trade. Under the Non-Intercourse Act
of 1809, which replaced the embargo and only prohibited trade with Great Britain and France,
trade with other countries revived somewhat (Leamon et al. 2011:181; Smith 2006).
To alleviate the devastating consequences of the embargo, smuggling became common
among merchants, farmers, and sailors, particularly in the borderlands further north (Smith
2006:12; Taylor 2000:4–5). Wheat was a valuable commodity, and in the latter part of the 18th
century and early years of the 19th century became the most profitable grain crop in Downeast
Maine (Eves 1987:114, 117; Vickery et al. 2011:249). While the New England climate generally
was marginal for wheat production, that settlers successfully intensified wheat cultivation in
Downeast Maine suggests the landscape was not wholly inhospitable to agriculture (Cronon
1983:154). In turn, settlers profited as they smuggled not only wheat flour and “breadstuffs,” but
also meat and lumber to the British, who were desperate and willing to pay “extravagant prices”
(Smith 2006; Williamson 1832:634). As Williamson (1832:635) notes, “fortunes were made and
lost in a day,” with nothing but the prospect of peace between the countries “[checking] this
maddening spirit of risqué and theoretic adventure.”
Although the eastern seaboard was “infested” with British ships from the onset of the war,
their troops first invaded Maine in 1814, taking Eastport, then raiding Hampden, Bangor, and
Machias and seizing Castine (Williamson 1832:635, 640–651). Met with relatively little resistance,
the British declared the Downeast Maine region to be “New Ireland” and imposed martial law. By
December 1814, however, the British and Americans were war weary and signed the Treaty of
Ghent, concluding the war (Kilby 1888:80; Williamson 1832:656). Despite the boundaries
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between Canada and the US remaining unchanged since the start of the war, the British
remained in Castine until April 1815. Williamson (1832:657) insinuates settlers were glad for them
to depart because they endured “every imaginable inconvenience,” but not all had “bitter
memories” of New Ireland (Harvey 1938:213). One perk of British occupation had been a pause
in taxation (Harvey 1938:213).
Settlement, Outmigration, and Statehood (1815–1820)
After the War of 1812, migration to Maine resumed and the coast remained more densely
settled than inland areas. By 1820, most islands 25-acres and larger were inhabited by settlers,
their livestock, or a combination thereof (Barton et al. 2011:111). Present-day place names reflect
past use of islands for grazing and foraging; dotting the Maine coast are at least 11 Hog Islands,
seven of which are in Downeast Maine, and no fewer than 18 islands named for sheep (e.g., Little
Sheep Island, Sheep Island, Sheephead Island), with 14 in Downeast Maine.
Although Maine’s population expanded in the early 19th century, outmigration also
intensified. Between 1810 and 1820, some 10,000–15,000 people moved away (Williamson
1832:665–666). One of the catalysts for outmigration in this period was the climate crisis of 1816,
known in New England as “1800 and froze to death” and more broadly as “the year without a
summer” (Dippel 2015:2). While in 1815 the summer had been uncommonly cool and harvests
poor, untimely hard frosts, bitter cold, and snow during the growing season of 1816 caused fruit
trees, peas, corn stalks, and other crops to wither and blacken, and migratory birds to literally
drop dead from the sky (Dippel 2015:4, 51). Since “everything vegetable was backward,” staples
like corn, wheat, and rye were in short supply and people across New England faced starvation
and malnutrition (Williamson 1832:665). Many households in Maine hunted game and ate semirotten corn, soggy potatoes, boiled nettles, and porcupine and pigeon stews to survive, but others
sold their farmsteads and retreated to southern New England or to the Western frontier (Dippel
2015:4, 38–39).
Even before the extreme weather prompted people to look for greener pastures,
Democratic-Republican Maine newspapers like the Eastern Argus of Portland encouraged
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outmigration and “Ohio-fever,” believing Western frontier expansion was key to US power. In
1810, for example, the Argus advertised Ohio as a “wilderness transformed into a fruitful field,”
with ample, affordable lands, their soils a “rich mine, overflowing with wealth” (Dippel 2015:51;
Williamson 1832:664). In essence, the Western frontier was portrayed as the inverse of the
Eastern frontier, where since the 17th century the environment had frequently been decried as
harsh.
Ironically, by the time the climate crisis occurred in 1816 and proved their point,
Democratic Republicans had reversed course and were urging people to stay because they
sought support for Maine’s bid for statehood (Dippel 2015:52). While separation from
Massachusetts had been considered since the American Revolution, the question became more
pressing after Massachusetts all but abandoned Maine during the War of 1812, providing little aid
as the British claimed the Downeast region (Leamon et al. 2011:183). Maine residents, especially
in the interior, typically identified with Democratic Republicans, who feared an overly powerful
central government and advocated for statehood. In contrast, residents of Massachusetts proper
more often identified as Federalists, who advocated for a strong national government (Leamon et
al. 2011:179, 181). Although Federalists in Massachusetts proper supported statehood, those in
Maine realized they would be outnumbered by Democratic Republicans upon separation and thus
opposed the change. Many people were also indifferent, and low voter turn-out stalled previous
votes on separation which required a five-to-four majority to pass. Maine finally attained
statehood in 1820 after Federalist opposition faded (Leamon et al. 2011:183–186). The
succeeding years, until 1860, were characterized by peace and prosperity, stemming from
agricultural production, commercial activity, and industry across the state (Vickery et al.
2011:243).
Discussion and Conclusion
The landscape of early 19th-century Maine differed vastly from the landscape that
confronted explorers some 200 years earlier. At the time of contact, the Wabanaki numbered
20,000 and evidence of their settlements was readily visible to European ships plying the coast.
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As Europeans infiltrated the area in increasing numbers throughout the 17th and early 18th
centuries, Wabanaki communities were devastated by disease and became increasingly
dispersed as English and French colonial projects took root and trading posts, forts, and
settlements arose in the Wabanaki homeland. Tensions between Europeans and Native
Americans also developed, as did tensions among Europeans, primarily the French and British,
who were in competition for prime cuts of Maine’s 228-mile coastline. In total, Maine residents—
Wabanaki and European—were swept up in no fewer than seven conflicts or wars between 1600
and 1763.
By the 1760s, fewer than 5,000 Wabanaki lived in Maine, for entire villages had perished
from European-brought disease and others were displaced by warfare and encroachment
(Bourque 2001:210). Despite previous English and French attempts to bend the Wabanaki to
their will, they were resilient and charted their own course (Ghere 2011:141). The English
especially had overlooked that not all Wabanaki chose the same path, repeatedly declaring war
on all Wabanaki when only particular groups were responsible. While the Wabanaki presence in
their homeland declined, in the years following the French and Indian War, Maine’s Eastern
frontier underwent rapid and extensive change wrought at the hands of some 20,000 new
settlers, the majority of whom hailed from Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Southern Maine
(Greenleaf 1829; Williamson 1832; Eves 1995:9–11; Levy 2009:116). Maine’s wealth of natural
resources helped lure them to the frontier, just as furs, fish, timber, and land had attracted early
European explorers to the region back in the 16th century.
Historical and environmental pressures undeniably complicated life on the frontier
between 1763 and 1820, but periods of relative calm and prosperity have been overshadowed in
historical readings as the intractable environment is emphasized. Indeed, settlers moved to the
frontier in waves, largely during the interwar periods because conditions were relatively stable
and more conducive to settlement, in pursuit of new and different opportunities. Upon arriving to
the frontier, Euroamericans transformed the landscape through the interlinked processes of
settlement and enclosure, establishing farmsteads and clearing, bounding, and cultivating the
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land. In the next chapter, I examine how such settlements emerged east of the Penobscot River
in Downeast Maine, elaborating on the local histories and how they coincide with the broad
historical chronology outlined here.
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CHAPTER 4: FRONTIER SETTLEMENT IN DOWNEAST MAINE

While in Chapter 3 I attended to the regional historical context, this section serves as a
counterweight and is devoted to local settlement histories from the latter half of the 18th century
until the early 19th century. I shift my focus to the historical trajectory of individual towns that form
part of the Downeast Maine region and comprise my study area to offer insight into variation
within frontier town development. I begin by defining settlement and territorial units in Maine,
including counties, townships, and towns. I then introduce Hancock County, providing an
overview of how the Massachusetts General Court organized the first townships, which later
became towns, within its boundaries starting in 1762 with the Marsh Grant. I address nine of
these historic towns in turn, highlighting each town’s founding, settlement, incorporation, and
industry. I conclude by summarizing these local histories to form a broad chronology of town
formation and development in the study area.
Defining Maine Settlement and Territorial Units
Through time, various terms have been used to reference settlements in Maine. In
addition to towns, early settlements and their local governments were primarily known as
plantations and townships rather than hamlets and villages (Hormell 1932:12; MHRSP 1940:3).
The meaning of plantation was especially fluid, denoting entities ranging from a single homestead
or farmstead to an entire province, colony, or government (MHRSP 1940:3, 9). After the 1780s,
its usage narrowed and plantations were usually “territorial units organized largely for taxing
purposes, and not for carrying out most of the functions exercised by Towns” (Hormell 1932:12).
Because plantations designated numerous settlement units through time, I refer more
often to townships and towns throughout the dissertation. Although in the past these two terms
were sometimes used interchangeably, the Massachusetts government technically carved the
frontier into townships, which are unincorporated territories similar in geographic size to towns but
less populous. Only after being settled and incorporated, or organized with a local government,
did townships and their “rural and village territories” become towns (Hormell 1932:7–8, 12;
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Wasson 1878:10). To this day, hundreds of unincorporated townships exist in Maine, primarily in
the northern half of the state.
In addition to townships, other units encompassing unincorporated, unorganized, “wild
lands” included a surplus, gore, strip, tract, patent, grant, island, peninsula, and point (Hormell
1932:12). Grants and patents are intentionally created territories, conferred to a particular
individual, group, or educational institution, whereas islands, peninsulas, and points were
geographic features simply “outside the limits of any town or incorporated plantation” where the
state directly collected taxes (Hormell 1932:13). In contrast, surpluses, gores, strips, and tracts
were parcels excluded from townships due to survey imprecision and errors. While gores were
typically triangular or trapezoidal, the other units were “narrow strips, so omitted,” abutting the
township (Hormell 1932:12–13). Despite having a specific historical definition, I use the term
“tract” along with “parcel” and “lot” to refer generally to a unit of land on the frontier.
Together, these numerous settlement and territorial units assembled to form counties.
Counties were the New England equivalent of the British shires and their primary purpose was
administrative, maintaining a court, probate records, land deeds, and more. By the time Maine
attained statehood in 1820, 16 counties comprised the state (Palmer et al. 1992:173).
Hancock County, Township, and Town Formation
My study examines how settlement and enclosure unfolded in eight contiguous mainland
towns in Hancock County and in Deer Isle, a historic island town in Hancock County. Originally,
Hancock and neighboring Washington County to the east constituted part of Lincoln County.
Massachusetts created these two counties in 1789 to help offset the “great extent” of Lincoln, with
Hancock initially running from the western bank of the Penobscot River along the coast east to
Gouldsboro Bay and Washington County running east from Gouldsboro Bay to the St. Croix River
(MHRSP 1940:31, 59; Wasson 1878:8).
By historian Samuel Wasson’s (1878:8) estimation, “no county in Maine has undergone
more changes in territorial limits” than Hancock. In 1791, territory was reapportioned to Lincoln,
land was absorbed to create Penobscot County in 1816, and in 1827 following statehood, land to
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the west of the river and Penobscot Bay became present-day Waldo County as Hancock’s
western boundary shifted to the eastern side of the Penobscot River where it remains today.
Three other less drastic boundary adjustments occurred through the later 19th century, ensuring
that “the west and north lines are still as awkward as possible, while none but a skilled scientist
can project the zigzag moulding of its coast-line” (Wasson 1878:8). Together, Hancock and
Washington Counties form the Downeast Maine region, which extends east along the jagged
coastline from the Penobscot River to the St. Croix River (Figure 4.1).
The first six new townships laid out in what became Hancock County include (1)
Bucksport, (2) Orland, (3) Penobscot, (4) Sedgwick, (5) Blue Hill, and (6) Surry (Figure 4.2).
Sovereigns William and Mary granted the coastal land between the Penobscot and Union
(formerly Donaqua) River for these townships in 1762 to David Marsh and 359 others from
Massachusetts and New Hampshire, and in 1764 the General Court of Massachusetts confirmed
the Marsh Grant (Bonsey 2003:8; Varney 1881:147; Wasson 1878:10; Williamson 1832:361–
362). The Union River was so named since it marked the border where the six original townships
converged with another six other townships the General Court granted to the east of the river in
1762 (Wasson 1878:10; Coolidge 1963:548; Williamson 1832:362). The second group of six
townships spanned Hancock and Washington Counties, including (1) Trenton, (2) Sullivan, (3) Mt.
Desert, (4) Steuben, (5) Harrington, and (6) Addison (Porter 1889:207; Williamson 1832:362).
Samuel Livermore was appointed surveyor of all 12 townships and although each was to
measure no more than “six miles in extent, on the banks of the Penobscot, or on the seacoast,”
some like Surry spanned over 20 miles of coastline (Bonsey 2003:8; Wasson 1878:10; Wasson
ca. 1957:5; Wheeler 1875:64; Williamson 1832:361–362).
To facilitate and organize frontier colonization, the General Court issued a series of
requirements to which grantees “individually bound themselves, their heirs and assigns” with a
penal bond of £50 (Wasson 1878:10; Williamson 1832:361). In particular, the government
required that within 18 months, the land be surveyed, and within six years, grantees (1) settle 60
Protestant families, (2) build 60 houses at minimum measuring 18 feet square, (3) prepare 300
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Figure 4.1: Map of modern Maine counties, with Downeast Maine and historical townships
comprising the study area highlighted. Individual grid squares constituting counties are
modern-day towns and townships. Source: Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town,
and Townships Polygon.”
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Figure 4.2: Approximate boundaries of townships outlined in the Marsh Grant: (1)
Bucksport, (2) Orland, (3) Penobscot, (4) Sedgwick, (5) Blue Hill, and (6) Surry. Sources:
ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap, Hancock County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map
Rolls, and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
acres of land for agricultural use as tillage, (4) construct a meetinghouse, and (5) settle a minister
in each town. Eighteenth-century townships also had to reserve four lots for a parsonage, the first
settled minister, Harvard College, and the public schools, thereby dedicating hundreds of acres in
each township to public use (Wasson 1878:10; Wheeler 1875:64; Williamson 1832:361–362).
The final requirement was that individual grantees “yield one-fifth part of all the gold and silver ore
and precious stones” found on their lots (Wasson 1878:10; Wasson ca. 1957:6).
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If pioneers did not satisfy these “onerous conditions” for settling this “forest wild” within
the six-year timeframe (by March 2, 1768), their land claims would effectively become invalid,
such that a new settler could “oust” an original one (Wasson 1878:10; Wasson ca. 1957:6).
Ultimately, settlement proved more easily organized on paper than in practice. Towns rarely
fulfilled all the conditions, and consequently, land claims became unstable and contentious until
the “Quieting Act” of 1785, which required proprietors to allocate 100 acres to each settler living
on his land by 1784 even if the above conditions had not been met (Bonsey 2003:8; Wasson
1878:10).
While most of these townships in Hancock County outlined in the Marsh Grant ultimately
endured and correspond closely with present-day towns, Bucksport, Penobscot, Sedgwick, and
Surry are important exceptions (Figure 4.3). As originally laid out, Bucksport encompassed what
later became part of Brewer in 1841, Orrington in 1850, and Dedham in 1909 (MHRSP
1940:136). Historic Penobscot initially included what became the town of Castine, which
separated in 1796 and therefore has separate town records from then on (Wheeler 1875:73).
Penobscot and Castine were later subdivided in 1817 along with Sedgwick to form the town of
Brooksville (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:74; Varney 1881:138). Sedgwick was annexed again in
1849 when the town of Brooklin formed, separating from Sedgwick at a “brook line” that inspired
the town name (Varney 1881:138). Like Sedgwick, Surry was also subdivided along waterways.
Patten Pond and Patten Stream roughly mark the boundary where Surry was divided to form part
of Ellsworth, which was also known as Township 7 and incorporated in 1800 (Davis 1927:51;
Varney 1881:221; Wasson 1878:21).
Defining the Study Area
Given my temporal focus on mainly the late 18th and early 19th centuries, I examine only
eight of the towns mentioned above in this chapter. These towns include Bucksport, Orland,
Penobscot, Castine, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Surry, and Ellsworth (Figure 4.4). I selected these
neighboring towns for analysis because they derive from the first townships established in
Hancock County, and because they constitute a discrete geographical region. Bounded by the
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Penobscot River to the west and the Union River to the east, the towns occupy a peninsular plot
of land, with Bucksport, Orland, Penobscot, and Castine forming the western half and Sedgwick,
Blue Hill, Surry, and Ellsworth forming the eastern half.
Visible from the peninsula across Eggemoggin Reach to the south is Deer Isle, Maine’s
second largest island (Jordan 1998:2). I include Deer Isle, which today includes the towns of Deer
Isle and Stonington, as the ninth town in my study to help discern whether frontier life differed in
island versus mainland environments (Figure 4.5). The town also represents the site of my
archaeological survey and excavation, discussed in Chapter 8.

Figure 4.3: Modern mainland towns in the study area overlaid with historic township
boundaries. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap, Hancock Country Registry of Deeds,
Ellsworth, Maine, Map Rolls, and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and
Townships Polygon.”
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Figure 4.4: Section of map, titled “Maine” by D. F. Sotzmann, Carl Ernst Bohn, and Wilhelm
Sander, showing the study area in 1798. Buckston became Bucksport, No. 2 was Orland,
No. 6 was Surry, and No. 7 was Ellsworth. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress
Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
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Figure 4.5: Map of Deer Isle, which today includes the towns of Deer Isle and Stonington.
Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town,
and Townships Polygon.”
Township Number 1: Bucksport
Historically, Bucksport was the gateway to Downeast Maine. As township “Number One,”
Bucksport—originally called Buckstown or Buckston—became the western-most town in Hancock
County, as well as the county’s northern-most town along the Penobscot River (Figure 4.6). Said
to be “18 miles from everywhere” including Bangor, Ellsworth, and Castine, the town was
“beautifully situated” on the on the eastern side of the river (Varney 1881:146–147; Wasson
1878:19; Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:78). Today, east-bound travelers from neighboring Waldo
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Figure 4.6: Map of historic Bucksport and Verona Island. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief
Basemap and Hancock County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 17.
County enter Hancock on US Route 1 as they cross the Penobscot Narrows Bridge to Verona
Island before entering Bucksport to the north. Because Verona Island was once part of
Bucksport, I briefly outline its history first.
Verona Island
While situated in the Penobscot River less than a thousand feet from Bucksport, Verona
Island was originally part of the Waldo Patent and the adjacent town of Prospect before becoming
part of Hancock County and, for a time, Bucksport. When part of Bucksport during the late 18th
and early 19th centuries, the island was known as Orphan Island, allegedly named for an
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orphaned girl to whom it belonged, and later Wetmore’s Island, named for the previous landowner
and prominent attorney William Wetmore. In 1763, the three families living on the southern end of
Orphan Island were the only ones on the river, making it the “earliest settled locality on the
Penobscot above Belfast” (Schroeder 2016; Varney 1881:552; Wasson 1878:28; Williamson
1832:370). By 1790, 25 families and 124 total people lived on the island (Bureau of the Census
1908:9).
Despite ultimately being incorporated independently of Bucksport as Verona in 1861, the
island remained closely linked with the town through the 19th century, connected physically by a
650-foot bridge of stone and wood and economically through the fishing and lumbering industries
(Varney 1881:147, 552). Verona was known for its lumbering, apparently having “grown and
shipped more wood to the acre than any other town in the county,” and especially its weir fishing
(Varney 1881:552). Agriculturally, given that most of its 5,600 acres were “high and rocky, and
the soil hard,” the island was not ideal for cultivation but better suited for sheep grazing. By the
19th century, however, apple orchards had been successfully planted (Varney 1881:552).
Early Settlement (1762–1774)
Like Verona Island, Bucksport’s settlement dates to the 1760s. Colonel Jonathan Buck,
James and William Duncan, Richard Emerson, and William Chamberlain from Haverhill,
Massachusetts surveyed the town in August 1762, and the first settler, Joseph Gross, arrived a
year later in 1763 from nearby Fort Pownal in present-day Stockton Springs. Colonel Buck
became the second settler, returning to Bucksport in 1764 to build a sawmill on the aptly named
Mill River, as well as a house and a store. Laughlin McDonald, originally from Greenock,
Scotland, and his son Roderick were the next to venture east in 1765 from Fort Pownal, followed
in 1766–1767 by Asahel Harriman, Jonathan Frye, Benjamin Page, Phineas Ames, Jonathan
Buck Jr., and Ebenezer Buck who came from the south to settle 100-acre tracts of land (Buck
1886 [1857]:69–70; Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:78; Varney 1881:147).
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Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
By 1775, some 21 families called Bucksport home (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:78).
The American Revolution temporarily interrupted town development, for the British seized Castine
and burned parts of Bucksport in 1779, driving many residents away and deterring newcomers
(Varney 1881:147). They targeted the house, two barns, sawmill, and vessel belonging to
Jonathan Buck and torched several neighboring farmsteads as well. Those who fled were
“piloted” through the woods to Kennebec by Wabanaki “guides” (Williamson 1832:479, 554).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
After the war, settlement resumed. By 1790, 62 families and over 300 people lived in
Bucksport and settlement had expanded along the “majestic” Penobscot, which formed the town’s
natural western and southern boundaries (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:79; Bureau of the
Census 1908:9). In June 1792, the town was formally incorporated as Buckstown to pay homage
to Colonel Buck and later renamed Bucksport in 1817 given the town’s prime harbor position
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:78; Varney 1881:147).
The Penobscot River continued to define settlement patterns through the 19th century,
with Bucksport ultimately becoming “quite thickly settled for miles along the river” (Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:79). Tax valuations indicate that the built environment of Bucksport in 1801
included at least 91 dwelling-houses and 51 barns. Seth Pratt claimed the only sawmill listed for
the town and one gristmill, with another being co-owned by Mary and Joshua Eldridge. Caleb B.
Hall owned one-third share of a third gristmill, and Jonathan and Ebenezer Buck each claimed a
one-third share of a fulling mill for processing cloth. Also dotting the landscape at the turn of the
century were 13 shops of varying types, plus a tan-house and a pot and pearl-ash works.
Industry
Compared to Verona Island, Bucksport proper afforded somewhat better agricultural
prospects, for the land was “uneven, but not mountainous, and beautifully diversified with ponds
and streams” (see Figure 4.6) (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:78–79; Varney 1881:147).
Nevertheless, relatively “little attention was paid to farming” (Bucks 1886 [1857]:103). In 1801,
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residents had converted over 150 acres to tillage and grew crops like corn, rye, wheat, oat,
barley, peas, and beans. By later in the 19th century, however, people coaxed mainly hay and
potatoes from the clay and clay loam soils (Varney 1881:147).
Besides farming, people in Bucksport engaged in shipbuilding, fishing, and to a lesser
extent, lumbering from the town’s founding onward (Buck 1886 [1857]:103; Varney 1881:147).
While lumbering generated materials for construction, fences, fuel, and more, “the amount
received for lumber was small,” and cord wood and bark “were of little value in those days”
(Bucks 1886 [1857]:103). Accordingly, residents looked not only to the land but also to the sea to
earn their livelihoods, taking advantage of their coastal environment. By 1801, nine residents on
the tax list claimed over 300 combined tons of vessels and small crafts over five tons, ranging in
size from seven to 105 tons. Shipbuilding remained the primary occupation of most inhabitants
through the mid-19th century when A. J. Coolidge and J. B. Mansfield (1859:79) observed that
“about three thousand tons are annually set afloat here.” Fishing was another reliable and
profitable enterprise, especially in the early years. The Penobscot offered salmon, shad, and
bass, and alewives abounded in smaller streams. First using spears and nets and later half-tide
weirs placed across deep coves, residents caught fish in “great numbers.” On one occasion in
1820, fishing brought $30,000 in profits to the town (Bucks 1886 [1857]:103).
Township Number 2: Orland
Lying east of Verona Island and abutting Bucksport’s southeastern boundary was
Township or Plantation “Number Two” (Figure 4.7). Known to the Wabanaki as “Alamoosook” for
its many fish, what became Orland was known in the 18th century as the town of Eastern River
(Eckstorm 1941:187–188; Soper 2000:1–2). To this day, the Eastern River, a tributary of the
Penobscot River now called the Eastern Channel, defines the western boundary of the town,
separating it from the eastern shore of Verona Island.
While most sources reviewed indicate the town was part of the Marsh Grant (e.g.,
Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:21; Varney 1881:413; Wasson 1881:21), some note the town was
granted in 1762 instead to William Dall, Nathaniel Snellings, Robert Treat, and others from
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Figure 4.7: Map of historic Orland. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Hancock
County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 18.
Boston not listed in the Marsh Grant (e.g., Harriman 1886 [1870]:54; Soper 2000:3). Regardless
of which group technically received the grant, the settlement requirements were identical to those
elsewhere in the study area.
Early Settlement (1760–1774)
Like Bucksport, Orland was settled in part by people from Fort Pownal. The first settler,
Joseph Gross, came to Orland indirectly from the fort, initially staying in Bucksport. Upon his
arrival in 1764, he began making his home near the Eastern River along the present-day Castine
Road. His brother Ebenezer from Boston joined the fledging frontier settlement a year later,
setting up his homestead on what became Gross Point, a long peninsula surrounded by the
Eastern Channel to the west and the Narramissic or Orland River to the east (Eckstorm
1941:188; Soper 2000:3–4; Harriman 1886 [1870]:54; Varney 1881:414; Wasson 1878:21).
Lacking a house for the first winter, the story goes that Ebenezer improvised and lived in a
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hogshead barrel (Soper 2000:4). The next year, in 1766, Ebenezer gained a neighbor—Joseph
Viles of Milton, Massachusetts. Establishing his farmstead near Ebenezer’s, Viles distinguished
himself by completing the first frame house in the town in 1777, nearly a decade after he arrived
(Soper 2000:3–4; Harriman 1886 [1870]:54; Varney 1881:414; Wasson 1878:21). While most
historical accounts (e.g., Harriman 1886 [1870]:54; Varney 1881:441; Wasson 1878:21) do not
mention the families that likely ventured to the frontier with these individuals, the birth of
Zachariah Gross in 1766—the first baby born in the town—attests to their presence and suggests
these early settlers were not alone to counter the challenges of frontier living.
Between 1767 and 1780, the trickle of settlers increased as many settlers arrived from
Boston. Among them were John Hancock, Samuel Keyes, Samuel Craig, Samuel Soper, Calvin
Turn, Asa Turner, and Humphrey Holt. As the frontier community expanded, Orland’s built
environment began evolving more rapidly, stalled only temporarily by the American Revolution. In
1771, John Hancock and Samuel Craig made the town’s first road, a significant development
because it facilitated over-land movement and served as the only road in town until 1791/3 when
the first county road was established (Harriman 1886 [1870]:55; Soper 2000:4; Varney 1881:414;
Wasson 1878:21).
While settlement initially remained largely clustered along the river and the road, at least
one settler did strike out and live alone “like an old hermit.” Michael Davis, an “old hunter” from
Concord, Massachusetts, arrived in 1773 and built a log house on his lot three miles from the
other residents (Harriman 1886 [1870]:55). He was the stereotypical independent and self-reliant
frontiersman, but his solitude proved short-lived. By 1774, town proprietors had tasked Robert
Treat with “running out” additional lots near the upper falls of Orland River where Treat built a
sawmill (Harriman 1886 [1870]:55; Soper 2000:5). His was the second sawmill in town, the first
sawmill and gristmill being erected at the lower falls of Orland River by Calvin Turner in 1773
(Soper 2000:4; Varney 1881:414; Wasson 1878:21). By 1777, 15 men over 16 years of age lived
in the town and in 1780, more lots were needed and laid out accordingly. Their occupants—sons
of early settlers, including Nathan Hancock, John Gross, Joshua Gross, and Andrew Craig, plus
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James Smith—became Davis’ neighbors. Residents considered this land the finest the plantation
had to offer (Buck 1889 [1777]:202; Harriman 1886 [1870]:55).
Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
During the American Revolution, a band of Orlanders joined people from Bucksport to
form a militia (Soper 2000:5; Varney 1881:413; Wasson 1878:21). As they readied for war in
1775, their community back home was in dire straits due in part to the collapse of trade and a dry
spring and cold summer that severely hampered agricultural production. After Orland and
neighboring towns petitioned the Massachusetts Provincial Congress for aid that year, a couple
hundred bushels of corn were dispatched to the region for sale to residents in exchange for
cordwood (Soper 2000:5–6; Massachusetts Provincial Congress 1838:244; 377; 405–406).
Although no extant historical records describe the impact of the Penobscot Expedition on the
town specifically, oral tradition holds that the British subsequently invaded Orland, setting fire to
homes and stealing livestock and food. Some residents escaped by moving inland, a number
bringing cattle with them, while others moved south (Soper 2000:7).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
As the Revolution wound down, migration resumed. Besides first-generation settlers and
settlers from southern New England looking to put down roots, Orland attracted people from
nearby towns. In 1781, for example, Ezekiel Harriman, Peter Harriman, and Asa Harriman left
Bucksport to put down roots in Orland. In 1797, James Ginn arrived from Brewer and ran the
sawmill Robert Treat had built before retreating to Bucksport. This local migration highlights the
permeability of boundaries on the frontier discussed previously in Chapter 3. With people moving
freely through the frontier landscape, elements of the built environment in a given township or
town sometimes became the property of non-residents. Such was the case when Ginn sold the
sawmill built by Treat in Orland to John Lee of Castine (Harriman 1886 [1870]:54–55).
By 1790, 54 families and over 200 people called Orland home (Varney 1881:414;
Wasson 1878:2; Williamson 1832:590; Bureau of the Census 1908:9). That same year, Daniel
Harriman was born. A lifetime resident of Orland, Harriman observed in 1870 that “a great change
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in the town” had occurred since his childhood. Once “a dense wilderness, and the greatest
township in the county for all kinds of timber, especially pine,” people had stripped its landscape
over the years, the timber “taken off and carried to market” (Harriman 1886 [1870]:55). By his
recollection, nobody “got rich out of the operation,” and were it not for the fish—salmon, shad,
and alewives—he believed settlers could not have survived the early years. The pioneer
community “suffered extremely,” especially during the American Revolution, and was largely
isolated because Massachusetts had primarily an economic interest in Maine (Harriman 1886
[1870]:55). Nevertheless, the town survived and was incorporated in 1800. At that time, the
original name of “Eastern River” was exchanged for Orland since the town’s first settler Joseph
Gross purportedly found an oar on shore when he arrived in 1764 (Varney 1881:414; Wasson
1878:21).
Industry
While the town had been well-endowed with timber resources, its “rough and broken”
landscape was “not very valuable” for agriculture (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:21). “Conical and
precipitous” hills and deep valleys scoured by glaciers that left behind rocks provided surveyors
with an “erratic view of one of nature’s tantrums” (Varney 1881:413). As such, residents more
easily adapted the land to shepherding than farming, for they had to remove ample stones and
stumps before planting. By the 19th century, the clay loam soils fostered mainly hay, grain, and
potatoes and farmsteads exhibited a “tidiness… that would indicate thrift,” with many people
owning “labor-saving machines” like mowers (Varney 1881:413). Even with such tools to help
mediate interaction with the environment, residents tended to diversify their economic pursuits as
people had since the town’s founding, turning to lumbering, shipbuilding, fishing, or a combination
of these activities to supplement farming and support their households (Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:21; Soper 2000:4). In the eastern areas of the town, deteriorating “masses of potash,
feldspar granite rocks” yielded some gold, but probably not the quantity the Commonwealth
hoped and imagined when early grantees were required to surrender riches found on their
property (Varney 1881:413).
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Township Number 3: Penobscot and Castine
Incorporated in 1787, Penobscot was the first town in Hancock County and the 49 th
overall in Maine. Despite becoming the first town in Hancock, Penobscot was numbered township
“Number Three” in the Marsh Grant (Varney 1881:432; Wasson 1878:14). The township originally
encompassed a tract of land shaped somewhat like a craggy lobster claw opening toward the
southwest, bordered by Orland to the north and Blue Hill and Sedgwick to the east (Figure 4.8).
Within the pincer lies a cove, Northern Bay, which flows south into the tidal Bagaduce River and
ultimately Penobscot Bay. The town was previously named for the river, which was called
Majabigwaduce and later truncated to Bagaduce, both meaning “big tideway river” in Micmac

Figure 4.8: Map of historic Penobscot. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and
Hancock County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 13.
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(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:88; Eckstorm 1941:193–198; Varney 1881:166, 433; Wasson
1878:14).
Present-day Penobscot sits within the historic boundaries of Township Number 3, which
also included present-day Castine and the western part of Brooksville. Castine today occupies a
peninsula that extends south from the western half of the Penobscot “pincer,” while Brooksville
stretches to the south from the eastern portion of Penobscot. Since Castine was carved from
historic Township Number 3 in 1796 and Brooksville was formed with territory partitioned from
Penobscot and Castine in 1817, the early histories of these towns are necessarily overlapping
and intertwined (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:254; Varney 1881:138, 432–433; Wasson
1878:14; Wheeler 1875:73). To avoid repetition and challenges associated with disentangling
their histories, I present the early history of Township Number 3, rather than that of each specific
town, and then attend to the development of Penobscot and Castine after separation. I do not
present the history of Brooksville, however, because this town is not represented in my tax
valuation analysis, which spans from 1792 until 1811 and is presented in Chapters 5 and 6.
Early Settlement (1605–1774)
As discussed in Chapter 3, historic Penobscot, including Castine, was one of the first
locales Europeans explored and colonized in Downeast Maine. One of the earliest documented
visits to the area was by James Rosier, who served as the historian for George Weymouth’s
expedition in 1605. As they sailed along the coast, he stopped at an outcrop from the mainland
which later became Cape Rosier in Brooksville (Wasson 1878:8). Following their voyage,
European activity in the area intensified. Although the French had claimed the region early in the
17th century, the English gained an early foothold, with the Plymouth Colony establishing and
running the trading post “Penobscot” in present-day Castine from 1629 to 1635. Thus, for much of
the 17th century, when people traveled to “Penobscot,” they in fact went to what is now Castine
(Eckstorm 1941:198).
“Penobscot” or Pentagoet, as known to the French, changed hands numerous times after
1635, being occupied by the Wabanaki and at various points by the French, English, and Dutch
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(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:88; Faulkner and Faulkner 1987:1; Varney 1881:166–167; Wasson
1878:20). Europeans sought control because the area was “one of “the most convenientest place
for trade,” being accessible with relatively deep waters and protected harbors and situated to
“intercept” Wabanaki traveling between the Penobscot River and fisheries to the east (Faulkner
and Faulkner 1987:1).
Until the French and Indian War, the French were the predominant European colonial
power in Downeast Maine, and Fort Pentagoet in Castine eventually became the capital of
French Acadia. Castine was named for the Baron de St. Castin, who established his habitation
near the fort overlooking the Bagaduce River in 1667. By 1673, there were some 31 white
inhabitants in the community (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:88; Varney 1881:166; Wasson
1878:20). When Massachusetts Governor Pownal visited the site in 1759 as the French and
Indian War wound down, he saw remains of the settlement and said “one’s heart felt sorrow that it
had ever been destroyed” since from the “nature of the houses, and the remains of the fields and
orchards” he could tell it “had been once a pleasant habitation” (Wheeler 1875:35).
As Pownal examined the French ruins, he also “hoisted the King’s colors there and drank
the King’s health,” symbolically extending the sphere of British influence to Downeast Maine
(Wheeler 1875:35). Not long after, settlers ventured to Township Number 3. In 1760, Reuben
Gray, Aaron Banks, and William Stover settled in present-day Castine, and in 1765, four
Scotchmen and loyalists settled in present-day Penobscot—Duncan and Findley Malcom and
Daniel and Neil Brown. Since the latter group vacated town after the American Revolution,
Charles Hutchings is often distinguished as the first permanent settler of present-day Penobscot
(Varney 1881:432; Wasson 1878:14). Besides Hutchings, Isaac and Jacob Sparks, Daniel
Perkins, Samuel Averill, and Solomon Littlefield arrived in Township 3 in 1765. Other early
settlers included Giles Johnson, Elijah Winslow, Pelatiah Leach, Jonathan Wardwell, Andrew
Herrick, David Dunbar, Elijah Littlefield, and Eliphalet Lowell. Most migrated to the frontier from
Southern and Western Maine (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:254; Varney 1881:432–433; Wasson
1878:14).
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Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
While frontier conditions in the early years were generally rough, hardship intensified
during the American Revolution, especially in Penobscot. Migration effectively ground to a halt,
and local merchants, traders, and fishermen focused on repelling British incursions (Norton
2006:3). In 1775, the British dispatched five sloops to retrieve wood from Penobscot and they
“were taken by the inhabitants of Major Baggadoose” (Wheeler 1875:35). Recognizing that
controlling Castine would help “check” the “ravages” of privateers and provide unfettered access
to timber for the royal navy, the British then “assailed” the town in 1779 (Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:88). Led by General Francis McLean, some 700 troops made landfall near Joseph Perkins’
house, located to the southeast of where Main and Water Streets intersect in present-day
Castine. As they constructed an earthen fort on Bagaduce Peninsula—Fort George—the British
laid the groundwork for the colony of New Ireland, which they hoped would span the area
between the Penobscot and St. Croix Rivers. Meanwhile, the Massachusetts Board of War
planned an amphibious response, including both a naval and army component, to reclaim the
area (Leamon 1993:107–108; Wheeler 1875:64).
Selecting some 1,500 men from county militias near Castine to join the army was easier
said than done since many were recently drafted into the Continental Army. What resulted, in the
words of Jeremiah Hill, was an army of “expendables” including “Boys, old Men and Invalids” who
were least valued by local militias (Leamon 1993:108). Brigadier General Solomon Lovell led this
motley crew, and Dudley Saltonstall served as commodore of the 40 ships (Leamon 1993:109).
This contingent, sent to Castine in July 1779 and known as the Penobscot Expedition,
represented the largest military and naval maneuver of the American Revolution. Despite its size,
the British ultimately rebuffed the American fleet and their Penobscot allies, with land forces
scattering into the woods and most ships that “made haste to escape” either being captured,
scuttled, or burned (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:88–89; Varney 1881:167). Township Number 3
thus remained under British control throughout the war.
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Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
Upon their defeat in 1783, the British evacuated loyalists from Penobscot, abandoning
their plan to colonize “New Ireland” and leaving the area without a garrison for the first time since
1630 (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:89; Leamon 1993:105; Wasson 1878:20). With the British
threat removed, migration increased, and incorporation occurred four years later in 1787.
Settlement in present-day Penobscot was clustered around the head of Northern Bay, while what
became Castine emerged as “the most important mart of business in the eastern part of Maine”
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:89, 254; Varney 1881:167, 432). By 1790, 189 families had settled
in Township 3. In total, 1,048 citizens lived there, including 249 free white males over 16 years
old, 251 white males under 16, 542 free white females, and 6 “other” free persons (Bureau of the
Census 1908:9).
Many of these people soon found themselves residents of Castine after its incorporation
in 1796 (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:89; Varney 1881:167; Wasson 1878:19). While Penobscot
and Castine flourished in the years following separation, the Embargo Act of 1807 and War of
1812 disrupted trade and brought a renewed threat of British invasions. To defend their shores,
people in Castine erected Fort Madison on the southern tip of the peninsula, but when finally
arriving in 1814 with 4,000 troops, the British were met with little resistance. The town not only
lacked resources to repel the British, but many citizens opposed the War of 1812. The British thus
began fortifying the town, coopting Fort Madison and renaming it Fort Castine, and rebuilding Fort
George and several smaller forts. After the war’s end, the British were reluctant to release their
grip on Castine and their reanimated visions of New Ireland. They held Castine for about four
months after the peace treaty was ratified in February 1815 (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:89;
Varney 1881:167).
Industry in Castine
Since European settlement began in Downeast Maine, Castine was prized for its
strategic and highly accessible location near the Penobscot River. Initially colonized for its trading
opportunities with the Wabanaki, trade and the maritime industry more broadly continued to
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sustain the local economy through the mid-19th century. While many early residents of Castine
relied on shipbuilding to earn a living, fishing later emerged as the leading industry (Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:90; Varney 1881:166–167). Between 1840 and 1850, Castine became the
“wealthiest town in Maine in proportion to its size,” and ranked second only to New Haven,
Connecticut in per capita wealth, surpassing all other towns in the US (Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:90; Wasson 1878:20). The built environment of Castine reflected its newfound prosperity,
with “wide and neat” streets and large historic homes “indicative of comfort and good taste”
lending “an air of elegance and repose” to the village (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:90; Varney
1881:166).
Despite the profits derived through trade and the maritime industry, some residents
coupled these activities with agricultural pursuits, especially in the early years. In Castine, the soil
was predominantly a sandy loam “devoid of much humus” and the main crops were hay and
potatoes. Gardens and orchards also generally proved “quite productive” (Varney 1881:165;
Wheeler 1875:57). In fact, one orchard planted in 1784 continued producing “good fruit” for nearly
a century, until at least 1881 (Varney 1881:166). Although “as a whole, [the area] has few claims
to being considered a profitable farming locality… it is as much so, perhaps, as similar situations
upon the seashore” (Wheeler 1875:57).
Industry in Penobscot
In Penobscot, agriculture was the “principal occupation of the inhabitants; though even
that [was] not prosecuted very extensively” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:255). Compared to
neighboring towns, land in Penobscot was more amenable to agriculture since it was “generally
smooth and even” with clay loam soils (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:254; Varney 1881:432).
Households primarily cultivated wheat, potatoes, and hay and forged a mosaic landscape
characterized by “some fine farms, and excellent pastures, as a well as timber lands” (Varney
1881:432; Wheeler 1875:57).
While never achieving the wealth of Castine, Penobscot also hosted a variety of
manufactures, including bricks, fish barrels, lime casks, carriages, harnesses, coffins, mittens,
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boots, and shoes (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:255; Varney 1881:432). The mitten factory in
particular did “quite a business,” bringing in $12,000 annually (Varney 1881:432). Several gristand sawmills functioned in town as well, harnessing the waterpower at the outlets of Penobscot’s
two biggest ponds (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:254–255).
Township Number 4: Sedgwick
Sedgwick was Township Number 4 of the Marsh Grant (Figure 4.9). As originally laid out,
the town bordered Penobscot to the northwest, Blue Hill to the northeast, Eggemoggin Reach (a
channel of Penobscot Bay) to the southwest, and Blue Hill Bay to the southeast. Prior to being
called Sedgwick, the town was known as Naskeag Plantation, derived from a Wabanaki term

Figure 4.9: Map of historic Sedgwick. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Hancock
County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 14.
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meaning “the end” or “extremity” since Naskeag Point represented the eastern limits of
Penobscot Bay (Eckstorm 1941:205–206; Wasson 1878:15; Williamson 1832:541).
Early Settlement (c. 1688–1774)
Naskeag Point, long having been a hub for Native trade and activity as discussed in
Chapter 3, became part of French Acadia during the 17th century. A census indicates that two
French families including eight people lived at the point by 1688 (Varney 1881:508; Wasson
1878:15). Although the British ultimately wrested control of the region from the French in 1763, a
group of Wabanaki continued living at what had been Madockawando’s village near Naskeag
Point. As a result, pioneers arriving in the 1760s encountered an already peopled landscape
(Haviland 2012:96).
The first permanent British-American settler in Sedgwick was Andrew Black in 1759. He
was the only documented settler to arrive before the General Court issued the Marsh Grant. Four
years after his arrival, in 1763, Goodwin Reed and John and Daniel Black settled on Naskeag
Point, and two years later, Reuben Gray migrated from Castine (Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:302; Gray and Snow 1976:45; Varney 1881:508; Wasson 1878:15). While most histories
credit Reuben Gray with being among the first settlers of Sedgwick, his father, brothers, sisters,
and brothers-in-law—essentially “the whole clan”—also “upped stakes” to settle in Sedgwick
(Gray and Snow 1976:i). By 1768 or so, the Grays had moved from Castine to the head of the
Bagaduce, “[taking] up land on both sides of the river” to effectively establish a “good sized Gray
enclave” (Gray and Snow 1976:i). While “large families were the rule rather than the exception”
on the frontier, the descendants of the Grays were “especially numerous,” having apparently
maintained their “prolificness, and other family traits, unimpaired” through the generations (italics
in the original, Wasson 1878:15; Gray and Snow 1976:i).
Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
Although some families flourished on the frontier, the town “progressed slowly” from the
1760s through the Revolutionary Period (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Varney 1881:508).
Relatively little is written by historians (e.g., Coolidge and Mansfield 1859; Varney 1881; Wasson
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1878) about the experience of residents during the American Revolution, but like other Downeast
Maine towns, Sedgwick was exposed to the British given its long coastline and proximity to
Castine. To avoid the periodic British raids of farms belonging to supporters of the “patriot cause,”
some residents took evasive action, retreating into the woods on their property. For example,
Reuben Gray built a log cabin on the eastern boundary of his property near Black Pond where his
family would “retire” when the British swept through town (Gray and Snow 1976:46). The
community also petitioned the Massachusetts Provincial Congress for aid “praying for a small
supply of provisions” and in 1775 received 40 bushels of Indian corn and five barrels of pork in
exchange for cordwood (Massachusetts Provincial Congress 1838:349).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
Following the American Revolution, the next watershed moment in the town’s history was
on January 12, 1789 when Sedgwick became the second incorporated town in Hancock County
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Varney 1881:508; Wasson 1878:15). Census records indicate
the town population in 1790 was 569 people and 100 families, meaning that the town had well
over the 60 families required by Massachusetts in the Marsh Grant for town formation (Coolidge
and Mansfield 1859:302; Bureau of the Census 1908:9).
In 1817, 5,000 acres of land in western Sedgwick was annexed to help form the town of
Brooksville. Later, in 1849, about 8,800 acres were annexed from eastern Sedgwick to form
Brooklin. Sedgwick was severed at the Benjamin River, “little else than a spur” of Eggemoggin
Reach (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Varney 1881:508; Wasson 1878:15).
Industry
Most people from early in Sedgwick’s history relied on a combination of farming and
seafaring to earn a living. The town’s long, jagged coastline hosted two “excellent” harbors and
five shipyards by the 19th century (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Mitchell 1978:88; Varney
1881:508). Inland, the landscape was generally “quite broken, and in some parts ledgy” with
ample granite (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Varney 1881:508). It follows that much of the
town’s land, like that of other Downeast towns, was more conducive to sheep-grazing than
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cultivation. Along the coast of Eggemoggin Reach, however, the environment differed and “the
soil [was] easy of cultivation and quite productive” (Varney 1881:508). As a result, agricultural
prospects varied depending on where residents lived.
In terms of industry, streams cut across the landscape, with “all of a size to carry mills”
(Varney 1881:508). A 1795 map illustrates that by then, 10 saw and four corn mills were spread
out through town and harnessed their streams’ waterpower (Figure 4.10). The map also reveals
that the County Road established in town prior to 1795 ran from the Penobscot-Sedgwick border
through the Gray enclave near Gray (now Walker) Pond and diverged, with one branch following
a similar path as Route 175 in present-day Brooksville to the coast, and the other stretching
southeast to Naskeag Point.

Figure 4.10: “Map of Sedgwick bounded by Penobscot and Blue Hill,” from July 4, 1795.
Black squares represent sawmills, whereas black squares with red borders indicate joint
corn and sawmills. Image courtesy of Digital Maine Repository.
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Township Number 5: Blue Hill
Blue Hill was Township Number 5 of the Marsh Grant, and like other towns, known by
several names before its incorporation (Figure 4.11). Many early settlers who hailed from
Andover, Massachusetts called it East Andover until 1765, reflecting not only their heritage but
also Maine’s status as an eastern extension of Massachusetts. Others called Blue Hill the
plantation of Newport (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Fisher 1886 [1810]:148; Varney
1881:121–122; Wasson 1878:15). Today, the town is bordered by Brooksville, Sedgwick, and
Brooklin to the southwest, Penobscot to the northwest, Surry to the northeast, and Blue Hill Bay
to the southeast (Varney 1881:121–122).

Figure 4.11: Map of historic Blue Hill. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Hancock
County Registry of Deeds, Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 12.
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Early Settlement (1762–1774)
The first permanent settlers from Massachusetts were Captain Joseph Wood and John
Roundy. They were not from Andover, but Beverly, Massachusetts, and aged 42 and 36,
respectively. They made landfall on the shores of the frontier township on April 7, 1762 and
began settling Mill Island, located near Fire Falls where Blue Hill Bay fed into a saltwater pond
today known as Salt Pond. Since the area was “in a wilderness state, no white families having
settled it,” they worked to prepare for their families’ arrival the following year and made wooden
staves (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:57; Fisher 1886 [1810]:148; Fisher 1880 [1827]:385;
Varney 1881:121–122; Wasson 1878:15).
The next settlers who arrived in succession came from Andover, including Captain
Wood’s daughter Mary and her husband Colonel Nathan Parker, the family of Samuel Foster
“who made but a short stay,” and Lieutenant Nicholas Holt’s family in 1765 (Candage 1905:7;
Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:57–58; Fisher 1880 [1827]:385; Varney 1881:122; Wasson
1878:15). The sixth family to arrive was that of Jonathan Darling Jr. (Fisher 1880 [1827]:385).
Like Wood and Roundy, Darling sailed to Blue Hill ahead of his family. To prepare for their arrival,
he first “cleared a place to plant peas and beans” in May 1764 and toiled in town all summer,
according to excerpts from his journal. The next year he returned on April 15. On May 21, he
“began to clear for a farm” and his pregnant wife arrived from Andover with his “effects” about a
week later. Their house was finally raised on July 29 and they moved in on September 19, 1765,
less than a month before their second son was born (Darling 1887 [1764–1765]:78). Their son,
also named Jonathan, was the first child born in Blue Hill (Varney 1881:122; Williamson
1832:542).
The Darling family’s experience on the frontier as documented in Jonathan Jr.’s journal
illustrates how the process of “domesticating” the landscape occurred gradually, punctuated by
particular events—a house raising, land being cleared, a successful harvest. In the eyes of the
town’s founders, Captain Wood and John Roundy, among the most significant of these
benchmarks they anticipated was the day a plow turned the soil of Blue Hill. In 1766 or 1767, four
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or five years after their arrival, Captain Wood apparently told Mr. Roundy that “I hope I may live to
see plowing in this town yet.” So “discouraging the prospect before them appeared” that Mr.
Roundy replied, “I shall not wish to live any longer than till that time” (Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:57, italics in original).
As more people migrated to the frontier, the settlers held a series of town meetings and
voted in 1768 to have a person “preach the gospel” until they formed the Congregational Church
in 1772 with 16 members. They also voted at that town meeting to build a road to Penobscot
(Fisher 1886 [1810]:150; Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Wasson 1878:16).
Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
When the American Revolution began in 1775, town development stalled, and plans were
postponed. While some residents of Blue Hill joined the war, many stayed behind despite their
“ardor in the cause of freedom” (Varney 1881:122; Williamson 1832:542). Town meetings
continued but pertained to the war rather than town improvements and were sometimes
“perverted” by the “disturbances” between the Crown and the colonies (Fisher 1886 [1810]:150).
After the British seized Castine in 1779, meetings were abruptly cancelled (Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:58; Fisher 1886 [1810]:151). For the remainder of the Revolution, people in Blue
Hill largely “submitted to the dictates of prudence and remained quiet” to avoid provoking the
British (Williamson 1832:542).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
In the wake of the Revolution, settlers flocked to Blue Hill. While in 1777 about 30 males
aged 16 and over counted themselves residents of the town, 69 lived there by 1790. Most were
heads of households, for the census counted 55 families and 274 total residents that year
(Bureau of the Census 1908:9). Town meetings also resumed in 1784 and addressed a range of
issues in the succeeding years (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Fisher 1886 [1810]:151). At the
regional scale, for example, 22 residents unanimously voted against the separation of Maine from
Massachusetts at a meeting in 1792. At a more local level, they voted for a committee to “look
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out” a road to Surry and Penobscot in August 1792 and a month later, for the road “to be cleared
next Monday, if the weather be fair, if not, the next fair day” (Fisher 1886 [1810]:152–153).
Another pressing issue addressed by the community after the American Revolution was
incorporation. On January 30, 1789, the town was incorporated and named for its most prominent
geographic feature—a “commanding elevation of land near the centre of town” measuring 950
feet in elevation (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Varney 1881:121; Wasson 1878:15–16).
While the top of this “majestic hill” was “entirely bald” with only “a huge mass of curl-grained
rocks” by the late 18th century, early in the town’s history the peak was heavily forested with
evergreens, which from afar gave it “a very dark blue tint” and thus also the name of Blue Hill
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Varney 1881:121; Wasson 1878:15–16). From the top of Blue
Hill, viewers had a “charming and “delightful view of the village, the bay—interspersed with
numerous islands—and the surrounding country” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Varney
1881:121).
Industry
The landscape of Blue Hill was “varied” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58). Along the
coast, shipbuilding was “carried on to some extent” and further inland, several ponds and their
off-shooting streams powered saw and gristmills (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Varney
1881:121). Residents also took advantage of ample timber; by the 19th century, they exported
about 5,000 cords of wood per year (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58). The soil of Blue Hill was
primarily a clay loam and gravel, with many mineral deposits and an “excellent quality of granite”
that became a profitable export during the 19th century, especially in the eastern part of town
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:58; Varney 1881:121). Given the diversity of Blue Hill’s landscape,
agricultural success of settlers depended in part on the tracts they occupied.
Township Number 6: Surry
The eastern-most town of the six laid out in the Marsh Grant was Surry (Figure 4.12).
Known as Township Number 6 until the Jarvis proprietors named it for Surrey, England, today the
town borders Blue Hill to the southwest, Orland to the west, Ellsworth to the north, and the Union
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River and Union River Bay to the east (Varney 1881:533; Wasson 1878:23; Williamson
1832:598). The coastline is jagged, with Patten’s Bay extending over a mile inland from the larger
Union River Bay (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:321). To the east of Patten’s Bay is Weymouth
Point, a triangular chunk of land that protrudes into Union River Bay, and to the west is Newbury
Neck, which stretches over five miles southward. Newbury Neck—originally known as “No Man’s
Cape” and later named for Newbury, Massachusetts—is surrounded by Union River Bay to the
east, Morgan Bay to the west, and the Mt. Desert Narrows to the south (Bonsey 2003:8).

Figure 4.12: Map of Surry as originally laid out. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap
and Maine Historical Society, Map F 263, “Copy of Early Surry Map, ca. 1880” by Oscar H.
Tripp.
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Early Settlement (1762–1774)
The first European settlement in what became Surry was established by the French on
Newbury Neck. Traces of their inhabitation endured, even as the land came under British
possession following the French and Indian War (Varney 1881:533; Wasson 1878:9, 23). In 1762,
the first group of would-be pioneers from Massachusetts and Southern Maine sailed past
Newbury Neck up Union River Bay seeking a location primed for settlement. The next year the
group returned, ready to put down roots, but disagreeing about where exactly to establish their
community. Nestled within Patten’s Bay lies Contention Cove, the site where in 1763 they
debated whether to settle west or east of the Union River. The decision was so contentious that
the cove received its name, and ultimately two settlements emerged: Surry and Ellsworth (Davis
1927:17).
Historian Osmond C. Bonsey (2003:7) writes that “it is generally agreed” that Matthew
Patten—the namesake of Patten’s Bay, Patten’s Pond, and Patten’s Pond Stream—was the first
settler in Surry in 1767. According to historians George Varney (1881:533) and Samuel Wasson
(1878:23), however, the first British-American families opting to live in Surry included the
Symonds, Weymouths, and Flyes. Lacking proper title to their lands, these settlers were
technically “squatters.” While the Symonds occupied what later became historian Samuel
Wasson’s property, the Weymouths occupied aptly named Weymouth Point which later became
part of the Joy and Flood Farm. Other early settlers that arrived in Surry before 1785 included
John Patten, Hopkinson and Andrew Flood, Leonard Jarvis, Wilbraham Swett, Matthew Ray,
James Ray, Samuel Joy, Isaac Lord, James McFarland, and Hezekiah Coggins (Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:321; Jellison 1997:119; Varney 1881:533; Wasson 1878:23). Many came from
Cheshire, New Hampshire, Newbury, Massachusetts, and southwestern Maine (Bonsey 2003:7–
8).
Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
Relatively few residents of Surry were directly involved with the American Revolution.
Three fought on behalf of the colonies, including Moses Hammond, Andrew Flood, and Sterling
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Hopkins, while at least one resident—Benjamin Milliken—supported the British as a Loyalist.
Those who remained in Surry could hear the cannons to the southwest when the Americans
attempted to seize Castine from the British during the Penobscot Expedition and primarily felt the
war’s impact economically (Bonsey 2003:9).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
By 1790, 46 families called Surry home, meaning that most of the 69 men aged 16 and
over were heads of households. All told, 239 people lived in Surry that year (Bureau of the
Census 1908:9; Varney 1881:534; Wasson 1878:23). In 1803, residents congregated at the
house of Isaac Lord and voted to incorporate the town as “Peru,” but John Ross, an agent to
General David Cobb, the President of the Massachusetts State Senate, intervened. He wrote to
Cobb, asking if he could “get it called Kent or Surry or indeed a short name of your choice”
because “the name [Peru] I can not like very well, nor am I alone in my opinion.” Ross was
ultimately successful, as the town became Surry (Bonsey 2003:9; Coolidge and Mansfield
1859:321; Varney 1881:534; Wasson 1878:22–23).
Following incorporation, the town’s boundaries were revised several times. In 1807, a
group of residents successfully petitioned the General Court to annex Ward 5, including part of
Surry and Trenton, to Ellsworth. In 1821, Ward 5 was re-annexed to Surry, although residents of
the area disapproved of the change. Finally, in 1829, Ward 5 was re-annexed to Ellsworth where
it has remained since (Bonsey 2003:10; Varney 1881:534; Wasson 1878:2).
Industry
While “a large business” had been done in shipbuilding in the early years of settlement in
Surry, agriculture and lumbering proved more enduring industries, feeding the local economy into
the 19th century (Varney 1881:533). The town landscape was generally valuable for tillage
despite being “considerably broken” in some areas and strewn with boulders, “fragments of an
earlier world” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:321; Varney 1881:533). In fact, the Jarvis Farm in
Surry was lauded as the “best cultivated and most productive farm in the county” in 1840
(Wasson 1878:23). Although the local environment was arguably more conducive to farming than
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that of neighboring towns, the immense resources of the Jarvis family directly fueled the farm’s
development and rise to regional superiority.
The Jarvis family was hardly a typical frontier family; the patriarch, Leonard Jarvis Sr.,
owned not 100 acres, but 96,386 acres of land with his brother Philip across Township Numbers
3 (Penobscot, Castine, and Brooksville), 6 (Surry), 7 (Ellsworth), and 8 (Dedham), as well as
Jarvis’ Gore (Clifton). Leonard became the sole proprietor of these lands around 1800 when he
purchased his brother’s shares; upon his death in 1813, Leonard bequeathed the property—
second only in size to the Bingham estate—to his three sons (Jellison 1997:119; Porter
1894:227). Despite its size and productivity, the farm generally followed a similar evolutionary
trajectory to other farms in Downeast Maine, being abandoned during the 19th century. By the
late 19th century, the Jarvis Farm was one of many that had deteriorated such that “dry rot
[became] its only product” as people relocated to urban and industrial centers (Foster et al.
2004:82–83; Wasson 1878:23).
Township Number 7: Ellsworth
Present-day Ellsworth lies sandwiched between Surry to the west and Trenton, Lamoine,
and Hancock to the east. Unlike the other towns discussed already, Ellsworth was not named as
one of the six townships in the Marsh Grant. Instead, the town was created by annexing territory
from Surry and Trenton and dubbed Township Number 7 by 1789 when John Peters surveyed it
(Figure 4.13) (Davis 1927:51; Varney 1881:221; Wasson 1878:21).
Early Settlement (1763–1774)
In the early years, the nascent town was known as the Union River Settlement and Union
District since the Union River flowed south and bisected the town (Davis 1927:65). Before settlers
made their imprint on the landscape, they viewed “the country” as “a dense wilderness of trees,
trod only by wild animals and the Indians during their hunting seasons” (Davis 1927:43). The
riverbanks in particular were “covered by a heavy growth of pine, spruce, and hemlock” which
would fuel Ellsworth’s future as a timber town, “and the river abounded with fish and the forest
with wild animals” (Davis 1927:43).
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Figure 4.13: Map of present-day Ellsworth. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap, Maine
GeoLibrary, “Maine Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon,” and Maine Historical
Society, Map F 263, “Copy of Early Surry Map, ca. 1880” by Oscar H. Tripp.
Given frontier conditions, historian Albert H. Davis (1927:16) determines that “the
struggle for a livelihood was a struggle with nature and not with one’s fellow-men.” The first settler
to successfully put down roots in this wilderness was Benjamin Milliken in 1763. Accompanying
him from Boston was his teenage daughter who is credited with cooking the first meal in town “by
the side of a huge bowlder [sic]” (Davis 1927:43; Varney 1881:221; Wasson 1878:22). Together
they lived in a “log camp” until Milliken’s first house was completed a couple miles up the Union
River. By 1767, Milliken had moved his household into a newly built home on a different plot of
land east of the Union River which was originally part of Surry. He transplanted his household yet
again six or seven years later, building another home 15 rods (about 75 meters) from his former
home, before ultimately leaving Ellsworth during the American Revolution. As a loyalist, he
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supported the British at Fort George in Penobscot/Castine and later moved north to settle in Nova
Scotia (Davis 1927:43–44). The Milliken household’s frequent movement within the frontier
landscape exemplifies how some pioneers continuously sought to improve their lot, repeating the
settlement and enclosure process of building, clearing, and “taming” the surrounding landscape
as necessary to reflect their evolving needs, desires, and ideals.
On the heels of the Millikens in 1763, Meletiah Jordan, Benjamin Joy, Colonel Jones,
George Lord, and Nathaniel and John Jellison arrived from western Maine and Massachusetts
proper to establish “their clearings” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:118–119; Varney 1881:221;
Wasson 1878:22). Most pioneers typically settled “where a stream furnished water and power,
and upon the hillsides that were suitable for farm lands, when cleared,” but were allegedly
“separated from each other by so many miles of wilderness” (Davis 1927:16). While most
occupied log cabins, Jonathan Flye erected the first frame house in town in 1770, which remained
standing at least through the 19th century (Davis 1927:19, 45; Wasson 1878:22).
As pioneers continued venturing to the frontier, the built environment became more
elaborate, consisting of not only residential and farm buildings, but also more commercial
operations and a road by 1775 (Davis 1927:46, 48). Ellsworth’s position “at the head tide on the
Union River” and ample timber meant the town was especially well-suited for sawmills and, from
early in the town’s history, logging was a prominent and lucrative industry (Coolidge 1963:41).
The first mill in town, however, was possibly a grist rather than sawmill. Situated such that the tide
or lower falls of the river could provide power, this mill was established as early as 1765, a couple
years after Milliken arrived. Milliken and his brother Thomas built the second mill in 1768 to
harness some of the town’s total 6,600 water horsepower (Coolidge 1963:41; Davis 1927:46–47;
Wasson 1878:22). Both mills were acquired in 1818 by John Black, an agent for Bingham lands.
He “reaped a good fortune” from them, earning enough to begin building a large estate in 1824
which still stands near the center of Ellsworth and today operates as the Woodlawn Museum
(Coolidge 1963:41). By the early 19th century, Ellsworth received the second most lumber
shipments in the state, following only Bangor further up the Penobscot (Coolidge 1963:41).
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Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
Despite the town’s “favorable location” for timber-related pursuits, including shipbuilding,
and seafaring, “its progress was slow,” and was slowed further by the American Revolution
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:119). Although the farthest east of the towns considered here,
Ellsworth was not insulated from the effects of British presence at Castine and Penobscot given
its coastal and easily accessible location. For example, a British sloop called “The Rattler” and a
brig anchored off its shores in 1779, prompting settlers to rush cattle inland, fearing a raid. The
next morning soldiers entered Ellsworth and swore to “leave unmolested” those who pledged
loyalty to the Crown, but quickly changed course upon hearing about the hidden cattle. In short
order, they tracked and overtook the cattle and their drivers. After the British set up camp for the
night in the backcountry with their ill-gotten cattle, the settlers snuck through the woods and
hastily installed a roadblock, a “barricade of logs,” across the path back to town. When the British
and their newly acquired livestock reached the barrier the next day, they apparently found it
impassible and abandoned their cattle-rustling efforts (Davis 1927:48).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
In the aftermath of local, Revolution-related upheaval, more settlers arrived so that by
1783, nearly 1,000 Euroamericans lived in the township (Varney 1881:221; Wasson 1878:22).
Established settlers also began returning to their pre-war pursuits. Ships built and manned by
people from Ellsworth and neighboring villages plied oceans around the world, with one such
vessel making eight voyages to the Dutch colony of Demerara in South America between 1785
and 1801 when its entire crew died, save one member (Davis 1927:49–50). Other settlers stayed
closer to home and sought to secure their land claims in writing. In 1784, residents submitted a
petition to the General Court of Massachusetts for their lots, explaining that many had lived in the
township for 17 years and “paid out our all to build ourselves houses and to clear and cultivate
the land we now enjoy,” but Massachusetts ignored their request (Davis 1927:50–51). Then
known as Bowdoin or New Bowdoin, the township ultimately became incorporated as Ellsworth in
1800 (Davis 1927:65; Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:119).
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Industry
Despite the name changes, the town’s primary geographic feature—the Union River for
which it was originally named—continued to define the landscape and by extension, shaped
settler pursuits. Since the land was “generally broken,” especially to the west of the river, the area
was “better suited for sheep-ranges than for the cultivation of crops” (Varney 1881:219).
Nevertheless, farming, along with lumbering, shipbuilding, and seafaring, were the “leading
pursuits” of Ellsworth residents (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:120).
A watercolor by John Martin Jr. of his father’s home in Ellsworth circa 1823 gives a
glimpse into one of these farmsteads, showing their home along the Union River, with its
adjoining shed and tailor shop, nearby rectangular garden plot, orchard, fields, fences, and paths
(Figure 4.14) (Martin 1864:2). Along the shore of Austin’s Cove is Martin Jr.’s father’s “boat dug
out of a log called a punt,” which is moored to a dock (Martin 1864:2). The painting also includes
a neighboring mill on Card’s Brook and a Penobscot camp on the point between Austin’s Cove
and Card’s Cove. In contrast to Martin’s home which is situated at the center of a cleared,
enclosed, verdant landscape, the Penobscot camp appears densely forested, with several
dwellings, turned-over canoes along the shore, a “wooden ball to shoot at” dangling from a
branch by a moose-hide string, and a small “board target with white centre” visible on a tree
(Martin 1864:2). In the center of the camp are two people, a Penobscot woman in her “picked
black broad cloth cap & cue” and “Sanup” in a similar style cap (Martin 1864:2). While features
like mills are well-documented in local histories, few mention continued Wabanaki presence in
their homeland, much less the apparent proximity of their settlements and camps. This painting
thus highlights how Ellsworth became an increasingly layered anthropogenic landscape and
remained a center for interaction between people, and between people and the landscape well
into the 19th century.
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Figure 4.14: Ink and watercolor by John Martin Jr. of his father’s property in Ellsworth,
circa 1823. Image courtesy of the Maine Historical Society and Maine State Museum.
Deer Isle
Deer Isle is the final town in my study area and originally consisted of three main islands:
Little Deer Isle and “Great” Deer Isle, both named for their deer populations, and Isle au Haut
(Figure 4.15) (Hosmer 1886:9; Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:103; Varney 1881:196; MHRSP
1940:143). The Deer islands are clustered about a mile from shore to the southwest of what
originally was Township Number 4 or Sedgwick. Today, island visitors cross Eggemoggin Reach,
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Figure 4.15: Map of historic Deer Isle, which included Little Deer Isle, Great Deer Isle, and
Isle au Haut. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine
Boundaries, Town, and Townships Polygon.”
the oceanic channel that separates the towns, using a suspension bridge which leads to Little
Deer Isle, then navigate a causeway to Great Deer Isle, which includes the present-day towns of
Deer Isle and Stonington. Stonington was incorporated in 1897 and is known for its lobster and
granite industries (MHRSP 1940:185). Isle au Haut, with its “bold shore,” sits almost five miles
south of Great Deer Isle and was separately incorporated as part of Knox County in 1874
(Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:103–104; Hosmer 1886:212; MHRSP 1940:157, 185; Varney
1881:196). Although three islands technically comprised the town of Deer Isle for the duration of
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the study period, I generally focus on Great Deer Isle and refer to Deer Isle as “the island” to
reflect how these islands effectively constituted a single town and socio-political unit.
Early Settlement (1605–1774)
For thousands of years before the bridge connected Deer Isle to the mainland, the area
was home to Wabanaki communities who canoed across Eggemoggin Reach, which means “fishweir place” (Eckstorm 1941:204 Haviland 2012). One of the earliest documented European visits
to Deer Isle was by James Rosier, who sailed with Weymouth’s expedition in 1605 around the
island. Along the way, their expedition encountered “a nation of canoe-men” but nevertheless
claimed the land for France, erecting a cross and declaring it part of Acadia (Hosmer 1886:7;
Wasson 1878:8, 16).
After the French and Indian War brought the region under British control, pioneers turned
their gazes Downeast and began colonizing Deer Isle at least as early as 1762. Michael Carney,
an Irishman, was the first to arrive, dwelling along the northern shore of Great Deer Isle before
moving to an island between Little and Great Deer Isle, just south of the present-day causeway.
While the island still bears his name, he ultimately left the area and “all traces of him have been
lost” (Hosmer 1886:41). The family of William and Maribah (Wardwell) Eaton was therefore the
first to permanently settle in Deer Isle, lured by the myth of the “unsettled virgin island” (Hosmer
1886:41–42; Spofford-Watts 1997:17). The Eatons, along with 15 other families from
Massachusetts proper and Southern Maine, had established some 16 log cabins by August 1762
when they unsuccessfully petitioned Massachusetts for title to their lands. Over 20 years would
pass before Massachusetts granted 100 acres of land to each person who had settled on the
island prior to January 1784 (Hosmer 1886:35; Hutchinson 1972:1–2; Spofford-Watts 1997:17
28–29).
Until then, settlers were basically squatters on land of their choosing. The Eaton
farmstead was located on the northern tip of Great Deer Isle on a plot that later became the Scott
Farm near the present-day causeway (Hosmer 1886:42; Spofford-Watts 1997:18; Varney
1881:196; Wasson 1878:16). Most families congregated along the coastline around the Eatons
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because living by the sea was “more convenient than farther back from it, as it caused less
distance for the transportation of the articles of food” (Hosmer 1886:10, 13). By 1765, the flow of
settlers to Deer Isle had quickened. Many of those converging on the island hailed from
Newburyport, Massachusetts and were of Scottish and Irish ancestry (Spofford-Watts 1997:18).
Living in the island’s “unbroken wilderness” presented challenges but also opportunities
(Hosmer 1886:9). For better or worse, trees, especially spruce and fir, were abundant as
elsewhere on the frontier (Varney 1881:196). As such, clearing land to farm was time and labor
intensive, but the timber was useful for cordwood, which could be used or sold at $1 per cord,
construction, and export. The first sawmill was built along with a gristmill in southern Deer Isle in
1768 and provided settlers with cut lumber to build homes more refined than their original “crude”
cabins (Hosmer 1886:13, 19; Spofford-Watts 1997:29). Water-travel to the mills was most
efficient because no roads, except those made by individual settlers for their own use, existed for
26 years after settlement (until about 1788). To move over land, people kept to the coastline and
where the shore was impassible, picked their way across footpaths. For example, one person
who had three bushels of corn to bring to the gristmill but could not go by water divided it into two
batches, hauling the first on his shoulder as far as he could before returning for the second. He
continued the relay process for six miles until he reached the gristmill and then brought the
cornmeal home using the same laborious method (Hosmer 1886:13–14).
In addition to terrestrial resources like lumber, marine resources were especially valuable
to islanders in the early years. At times when food was scarce, they relied on fish and shellfish to
feed their families (Hosmer 1886:14–16). on occasion, they were able to fish other foodstuffs out
of the water. In one “providential circumstance,” Nathan Closson’s family, who lived several lots
southeast of the Eatons and “suffered hunger,” spotted a deer swimming across Eggemoggin
Reach and slaughtered it when it paddled ashore (Hosmer 1889:9, 45). While such natural
resources contributed to settler livelihoods, historian Edith Spofford-Watts (1997:18) attributes
their survival in large part to their character, especially “the traits of independence, imagination,
and perseverance” so commonly ascribed to pioneers.
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Revolutionary Period (1775–1783)
During the American Revolution, conditions were particularly harsh in Deer Isle and
tested the town (Varney 1881:196; Wasson 1878:16). Despite being settled for as long as
neighboring villages, being visible from Sedgwick across Eggemoggin Reach, and having some
300 residents at the time, mainland residents were apparently unaware the island was inhabited,
so islanders were basically left to fend for themselves (Hutchinson 1972:7). In hopes of improving
their situation, a group of islanders sent several petitions to the Massachusetts Provincial
Congress requesting aid in exchange for lumber. On May 11, 1775, for example, they beseeched
the congress for “speedy relief” because they were “without powder and ball” and “in great want
for corn and pork” with no means to buy any since wood products would not sell no matter the
price and trade had collapsed (Massachusetts Provincial Congress 1838:244; Spofford-Watts
1997:31–32). Finding their letter convincing due to the “simplicity of language” which made the
“description of want and embarrassment more vivid,” the Congress considered removing people
from the island altogether versus sending provisions (Massachusetts Provincial Congress
1838:244). Ultimately, people received provisions—150 bushels of corn, 100 bushels of potatoes,
2 barrels of pork, 20 cod lines, with lead and hooks, and some salt—but continued to endure
hardship (Massachusetts Provincial Congress 1838:249). Colonel Enoch Freeman of Falmouth
wrote that a Deer Isle resident told him that “for want of bread” people remained in “distress” and
children had starved to death, but he acknowledged that “we are not able to help them or
ourselves,” underscoring the widespread privations of the Revolutionary Period (Hutchinson
1972:8–9; Massachusetts Provincial Congress 1838:405–406; Spofford-Watts 1997:31).
Early Republic Period (c. 1784–1830)
Settlement steadily resumed after the Revolution and conditions improved. In 1786,
Joseph Tyler and 58 others who settled prior to 1784 received title to 100 acres each, provided
they paid 30 shillings to offset the cost of a land survey. Because they did not pay,
Massachusetts granted the island to Joseph and George Tyler in 1788 but ultimately repealed
that grant in 1791 because the conditions remained unmet. The survey was finally completed
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after 1796 when the original 58 settlers sent $1,666.66 to Massachusetts to subsidize the survey.
For those so-called “young settlers” who arrived after 1784, Massachusetts passed a resolve in
1788 that entitled newcomers and would-be pioneers to purchase 100-acre tracts for $1 per acre
(Hosmer 1886:35–36; Spofford-Watts 1997:38; Rittenhouse 1998:7).
With the frontier community expanding rapidly, Deer Isle became the fourth incorporated
town in Hancock County in 1789. In 1790, the town population was 682 with 129 families, double
what it was during the Revolution (Bureau of the Census 1908:9; Varney 1881:196–197;
Williamson 1832:543).
Industry
Most households lived on Little and Great Deer Isle since they were spacious with the
best farmlands. Little Deer Isle was particularly well-suited for agriculture, while the northern half
of Great Deer Isle was “tolerably level” with loamy soil and the southern half was “rough” and not
especially conducive to cultivation (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:103–104; Varney 1881:196).
Isle au Haut was also better suited to pasture than cultivation, to the extent that Hosmer
(1886:212) suggests the small island “would never have been settled” if settlers had tried to farm
there. Besides occupying marginal land, those on Isle au Haut were physically removed from
town life, having to traverse five miles by sea and then six miles over land to participate in town
meetings and elections (Hosmer 1886:212).
Since the environment of southern Deer Isle and Isle au Haut was more “convenient” for
fishing than farming, residents largely relied on fishing to support their households (Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:104; Hosmer 1886:212). In contrast, residents to the north primarily
supplemented seasonal farming activities with coastal trade through the 19th century (Coolidge
and Mansfield 1859:104; Hosmer 1886:214–215).
No matter where they lived, pioneers cleared land by harvesting timber and burning the
landscape. While initially the soil “produced large crops” with the ashes acting as a “powerful
stimulant,” settlers ultimately limited the agricultural potential of Deer Isle by not being “judicious”
in their use of fire to clear land (Hosmer 1886:12, 213–214). Because they burned when the
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ground was “as dry as possible,” their fires burned hot and deep, consuming all wood and organic
matter, effectively clearing the land but causing soil fertility to decline as well. Manure helped
restore nutrients, but the land would have remained “far more valuable” had it not been overburned. Deer Isle was not the only place on the frontier where pioneers made this “mistake” and
depleted the soils with fire (Hosmer 1886:213–214).
Once the land was cleared, islanders plowed, and in some cases, the footprint of
Wabanaki wigwams were “easily discernible” in the broken soil (Hosmer 1886:9). Corn was
typically the first crop planted, but by the 19th century potatoes were the top crop. By 1840, the
town was producing over 36,000 bushels of potatoes. Hay and grain were commonly cultivated
as well, although productivity dwindled over time (Hosmer 1886:12; Varney 1881:196). By the
mid-19th century, the island was past its agricultural heyday and served as a resort for visitors.
The town maintained a “look of thrift” and a “quite salubrious climate” enjoyed by those “from
away” (Varney 1881:197).
Discussion and Conclusion
Together, these town histories help establish a chronology for frontier settlement in the
study area. Each town followed the same basic pattern, with frontier settlement starting in the
1760s, being interrupted by the American Revolution, resurging in the post-war period, and
becoming formalized through town incorporation between 1787 and 1803 (Table 4.1–Table 4.2).
This overview reaffirms that life was harshened by historical and environmental factors, especially
during the Revolution, but highlights how the local frontier landscape and, by extension, frontier
conditions evolved through time in each town as people established farmsteads, sawmills, roads,
and other infrastructure.
In addition to outlining the parallel historical trajectories among these towns, this overview
illustrates that industry in each town was generally similarly diversified, involving a combination of
farming, fishing, lumbering, shipbuilding, and other maritime activities. Whether one industry was
more prominent than another depended in part on geography and shaped the lived experience of

112

people on the frontier. Castine, for example, was well-positioned to be a port town and ultimately
enjoyed a bustling trade-based maritime economy, making many residents relatively wealthy.
Although “a goodly number of the men went to sea… many more literally stayed with the
land, for it was not all unusual for a man to marry, raise a family, and die within a five mile radius
of where he was born” (Gray and Snow 1976:i). Since many “stayed with the land,” coaxing crops
from the soil, making hay, and pasturing livestock, agriculture had the greatest impact on the
fabric of the frontier landscape of all industries besides lumbering. Clearing and subsequent
Table 4.1: Town settlement, incorporation, geography, and agricultural potential.

Town

Township
Number

Euroamerican
Settlement
Begins
(Pioneer Period)

Incorporation

Bucksport

1

1763*

1792

Orland

2

1764

1800

Penobscot

3

1765

1787

Castine

3

1760

1796

Sedgwick

4

1759

1789

Blue Hill

5

1762

1789

Surry

6

1767

1803

Ellsworth

7

1763

1800

Deer Isle

-

1762

1789

*Surveyed 1762
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Geography & Agricultural
Potential
Uneven but not mountainous,
diversified with ponds and
streams
Rough and broken, with steep
hills and valleys; better suited
for shepherding than
cultivation
Generally smooth and even
with clay loam soils
Sandy loam soils devoid of
much humus; gardens and
orchards are productive
Coastal lands easy to cultivate
and productive; inland areas
broken, rough
Varied terrain with clay loam
and gravel soils; extensive
granite deposits
Considerably broken in some
areas and strewn with
boulders, but generally
valuable for tillage
Largely broken and uneven,
better suited for sheep-ranges
than for the cultivation of crops
Little Deer Isle: well-suited for
agriculture; Northern Deer
Isle: Relatively level with
loamy soil; Southern Deer Isle:
rough, not especially
conducive to cultivation

Table 4.2: Population of towns in the study area in 1790 (Bureau of the Census 1908:9). No
data was listed for Ellsworth.

Town

Bucksport
Orland
Penobscot
(including
Castine)
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Deer Isle

Number
of
Families

Free white
males of 16
years and
upward
including
heads of
families

Free white
males
under 16
years

Free white
females
including
heads of
families

All other
free
persons

Total

62
54

85
59

81
63

148
118

2
-

316
240

189

249

251

542

6

1,048

100
55
46
129

144
69
69
175

155
79
49
181

270
125
120
318

1
1
8

569
274
239
682

cultivation churned the soils, disturbing microtopography and leading to erosion and depleted soil
nutrients, typically lowering carbon content by about 30% (Hoffmann 2007:63). Ponderous
livestock put out to pasture also revised the landscape as they selectively munched vegetation
and trod the ground with their hooves, compacting the soil and depositing dung (Hoffman
2007:64).
Despite the prevalence of farming in Hancock County, historian Samuel Wasson
(1878:45) declared that overall, “a primary farming county, this can never hope to be.” In
particular, he blamed the relatively low agricultural productivity of the region on its
peculiar proximity to the ocean, its geographical position as the battle-ground of arctic
and torrid temperatures, with their alternating climatic waves of heat and cold, producing
long, cold, and uncertain springs, with irregular extremes of thawing and freezing… the
inexhaustible hydraulic power within its borders, the facilities for coasting and fishing, and
the extraordinary aversion to farm labor (Wasson 1878:45).
He went so far as to say these factors “forbid a prosperous and productive agriculture” (Wasson
1878:45).
While to this day Hancock County is not generally deemed prime farmland, the historic
landscape was not homogenous. As this overview illustrates, some town lands (e.g., Bucksport,
Orland, Ellsworth) were largely “uneven” with “rough and broken” land better suited to
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shepherding than cultivation, but in other towns the landscape was more diverse such that
agricultural prospects varied. In Sedgwick, for example, the inland area was “quite broken” but
near the coast, “the soil [was] easy of cultivation” (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:302; Varney
1881:508). The histories examined herein indicate that cultivation prospects also differed across
Blue Hill, Castine, Penobscot, Surry, and Deer Isle, with some “smooth and even” areas proving
valuable and productive, at least initially (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:254). Wasson (1878:45)
ultimately recognized this when he conceded that the county had “some good farms and
farmers,” although they were relatively uncommon by his estimation.
Highlighting variation in the land and historical context at the local level helps complicate
understandings of the frontier as a monolithic “wilderness” and offers a glimpse into the
patchwork-nature of the frontier landscape. Since the primary component of frontier communities
was the farmstead, in the next chapter I explore farmstead composition and patterns of land use
using historical tax records.
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CHAPTER 5: IMPROVING THEIR LOT: COMPARING LAND USE VIA TAX VALUATIONS

By clearing, bounding, cultivating, and improving the landscape through enclosure,
households in Downeast Maine tamed the environment of the “Wild, Wild, East” (Potholm
2012:36). To assess patterns of land tenure and the extent and rate of enclosure, available tax
valuation records prove invaluable. Historical tax valuations were designed to evaluate the
population, wealth, and industry by town before the first official census in 1790. Starting in the
17th century, the Massachusetts General Court mandated valuations be conducted about every
seven years in the fall to determine how to divide the tax burden among the constituent towns
(Pruitt 1984:336–337). Townspeople then could pay their taxes in pounds of butter, but by the
18th century, taxation was more formalized and state taxes were payable only in specie, paper
money, or commercial paper (Anderson 2004:145; Leamon et al. 2011:171). Rather than being
phased out after the first census, tax valuations were conducted even more frequently (annually)
and in greater depth with town selectmen usually serving as assessors (Crandall 1971:xiii; Wright
and Hunt 1900:8).
Despite becoming increasingly detailed, tax records necessarily provide a partial glimpse
into population and property. Among other limitations which I outline below, tax valuations are
partial because like early census documents (until 1840), they name only the taxpayers, who
were usually heads of households and typically male (Bushman 2018:34; Eves 1992:8). They
seldom named or counted women unless they were widows or otherwise became the head of
household (Bushman 2018:34).
Aside from heads of households, tax lists counted males over age 16 (“polls”) who were
classified as “rateable” or “not rateable.” While not rateable polls could either be classed as
“supported by the town” or not, rateable polls “produced value” for the household and thus were
taxable, no different from a cow (Bushman 2018:34). Valuations analyzed here also featured
nearly 60 columns enumerating taxable property such as the number of barns, mills, barrels of
cider, swine “six months old and upward,” and acres of land owned. In short, these documents
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reduced people and property into abstractions, numbers, and statistics, rendering frontier
households legible and taxable by Massachusetts proper. As historian Robert Bushman
(2018:34) asserts, the system was “a wonderful manifestation of state power,” for with relatively
little exertion on the part of Massachusetts, “taxes flowed to the center.”
Of all property enumerated on the lists, I focus on land and to a lesser extent, livestock
given my focus on enclosure. In particular, I compare tillage, hay, pasture, and unimproved land
acreage to ascertain land use patterns between 1792 and 1811 within nine frontier towns, which I
introduced in Chapter 4: Bucksport, Orland, Penobscot, Castine, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Surry,
Ellsworth, and Deer Isle. I also trace change in the landscape at the household level, evaluating
whether families in the region continuously improved and revised their farmsteads. Differences in
land use as recorded in tax valuations would reflect differential access to draft animals, tools, and
wealth across the rural hinterland, and even differences in local environmental conditions. If
differences exist in acreage devoted to tillage, hay, and pasture between the frontier towns,
corresponding physical evidence should exist in the landscape of these enclosure patterns. I
explore these enduring traces of the agrarian past in Chapter 7.
In addition to assessing how the scale of enclosure changed at the turn of the century
based on acreage data, I consider production data for each land type, examining grain and hay
yields, as well as how many cows pasture could support. Prior to discussing my methods and
data, however, I elaborate on tax documents as an archival source and what insight they can
offer into historic landscapes. They represent but one of many archival sources I examine in this
dissertation and provide valuable context for my archaeological and geospatial research.
Tax Valuations and Issues of Documentation and Representation
Tax lists are one of the best sources from which to learn about farmers, their households,
and their behavior (Bushman 2018:32). While Benjamin Franklin famously wrote that “nothing is
certain except death and taxes,” taxation in Massachusetts was not quite as predictable or
systematic as the adage implies. On a practical level, the forms assessors used determined the
type of data they gathered, and while within a given year forms were generally standardized, how
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and what property was categorized and taxed changed through time (Rothenberg 1992:218). In
1792, for example, assessor enumerated steers and cows four years and older, but by 1801 they
counted all steers and cows three years and older. As such, if changes in property are to be
analyzed through time, in some cases data may need to be excluded or combined because
categories come and go. Massachusetts records are not unique in this regard; even taxation in
absolutist 17th-century France was “wildly variable and unsystematic” (Scott 1998:23).
As noted above, the records examined herein included almost 60 categories of property
(Table 5.1). Fortunately for this project, land-related data was gathered more consistently through
time than other categories such as livestock and buildings. In fact, the land categories which I
examine and define later—tillage (including orcharding tilled), English and upland mowing, freshmeadow, salt-marsh, pasturage (including orcharding pastured), and unimproved land—remained
the same on most valuations analyzed. Despite having standardized categories, individual
assessors did not necessarily use each of them consistently. In my study area, woodland data
was gathered solely for Deer Isle and a few households in Castine. Since all towns had significant
amounts of unimproved land, I suspect assessors conflated woodlands with unimproved land,
which was taxed at the lowest rate, because both were typically forested. As a result, I exclude
woodland from my analysis and focus on tillage, English and upland mowing (“mowing”
hereafter), fresh meadow and salt marsh (“native grass hay” or “native hay”), pasturage
(“pasture”), and unimproved lands, which comprised most frontier lands.
In addition to deciding which categories they would use, assessors ultimately defined
what constituted tillage or pasture. Moses Greenleaf (1829:184–185) recognized such
classifications were subjective, noting how some tax assessors strictly enumerated land that was
tilled with a plow as tillage, while others inferred that any land “just cleared, and cultivated with
hoe and harrow” counted as tillage. Likewise, pasture varied in quality, ranging from plowed land
left fallow to “wood pasture slowing emerging from forest, to scrubby brushland returning to
forest” (italics in original, Donahue 2004:211). Thus, what some assessors called pasture, others
may have called unimproved land and vice versa. In general, households benefitted when
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Buildings

People

Table 5.1: Tax valuation categories (1792–1811).
-

Polls rateable, 16 years old & upward to 21 years,
Polls rateable, twenty-one years old and upwards
Male Polls not rateable, not supported by the Town
Male Polls supported by the Town

-

Dwelling-Houses
Shops within or adjoining to Dwelling-Houses
Other Shops
Bake-Houses; Distill-Houses; Sugar-Houses; Tan-Houses; Slaughter-Houses, and other
working Houses; Pot and Pearl-Ash Works; Ware-Houses; Rope-Walks
Grist-Mills, Fulling-Mills, Saw-Mills, Slitting-Mills, Other Mills
Carding Machines, with their buildings; Spinning Machines, going by water, with their
buildings; Small-arm Manufactories, with their buildings; Cotton and Woolen Factories,
with their buildings; Iron Works and Furnaces
Barns
All other Buildings and Edifices of the value $50 and upwards

-

Money & Stock

-

Land & Production

-

Acres tillage land, including orchards tilled
Bushels of wheat, Bushels of rye, Bushels of oats, Bushels of Indian corn, Bushels of
barley, Bushels of peas and beans, Pounds of hops
Acres of English and upland mowing, including orcharding mowed & Tons of hay, the
yearly produce of the same
Acres of fresh Meadow & Tons of hay, the yearly produce of the same
Acres of salt marsh & Tons of hay, the yearly produce of the same
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding pastured & Cows the same will keep, with
the afterfeed of the whole farm
Barrels of cyder, which can be made yearly upon the whole farm
Cow Rights
Acres of woodland, exclusive of pasture land inclosed [sic]
Acres of unimproved land
Acres of land unimprovable
Acres of land owned by the town,
Acres owned by any other proprietors
Acres of land used for roads
Acres of land covered with water

Livestock

-

The amount of every person's whole stock in trade, goods, wares and merchandise, at
home or abroad, paid for or not paid for
The annual amount of commissions arising from factorage
The amount of securities of the United State, of this State, or any of the United States
The amount of money on hand, including such as may be deposited in any Bank, or with
any agent, and exclusvie of such as may belong to any stock-holders as such
The amount of stock held by the stockholders in any Bank
Ounces of Plate
Shares in any toll bridges or turnpikes, and the value of such shares with the annual
income thereof

-

Horses three years old and upwards
Oxen four years old and upwards
Steers and cows three years old and upwards
Swine six months and upwards

-

Superficial Feet of Wharf
Tons of Vessels and small Craft of five Tons burthen and upwards, at home or abroad, to
be given in Carpenter's Tonnage
Amount of Estates doomed. ($)

Other

-

-
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assessors narrowly defined such categories since land counted as unimproved was taxed the
least (Greenleaf 1829:184–185). For this research, acknowledging the subjectivity inherent to
classification is important because it may explain why property acreage changes radically through
time for individual households (Donahue 2004:211). Of course, radical changes in acreage could
also reflect changing land use; if people converted hay fields to pasture, and pasture to tillage, for
example, acreages would also rise and fall dramatically.
Other challenges of tax data analysis hinge on seasonality, shifting town boundaries, and
tax evasion. Seasonality refers to how the timing of tax assessment impacts what property is
enumerated (Rothenberg 1992:218). Of all the categories, livestock counts would be most
affected, for some pigs or cows may already have been slaughtered by the typical September 1
valuation deadline, which in turn means they would be underrepresented in the data (Landon
1996:112–113; Pruitt 1984:336–337). Most records examined here lacked data about when
during the year they were taken, but in 1792 Blue Hill and Deer Isle assessors apparently
completed their work in June. In 1811, Deer Isle assessors finished around May–June, while their
Orland counterparts finished in October. Since livestock counts in Orland would likely be lower
due to seasonal slaughtering, data comparisons with towns like Deer Isle must be approached
cautiously.
Shifting boundaries also complicate data analysis because if towns change size, the
number of taxpayers and amount of taxed property will as well. Rothenberg (1992:220)
emphasizes that comparing town agricultural outputs, acreages, and yields through time is
“perilous” given boundary concerns. In this context, I think intertemporal comparisons are more
feasible because boundaries are well-documented and largely remained the same between 1792
and 1811. As discussed in Chapter 4, only Penobscot and Surry were divided during that period
to form Castine and Ellsworth, respectively. I address how I analyzed tax data for these towns
below.
Unlike boundary changes, which eventually become documented in maps, deeds, acts,
and petitions, tax evasion and underreporting, as intentionally illicit acts, prove more difficult to
120

detect. No different from today, tax evasion and inaccurately reporting taxable property was a
punishable infraction. Bushman (2018:35) argues that even though people self-reported their
property to the assessors, lying about property would have been difficult because “one farmer
could not cheat when his farm was open to observation by a townful of farm experts.” If people
lied about their property, they tended to do so when the economy was poor (Rothenberg
1992:218). When assessors suspected a person was evading taxes, they could “doom” the estate
and calculate the value themselves. The legislative committee that reviewed the valuations and
compared them with previous ones served as a further check on tax evasion (Pruitt 1984:336).
Towns like Blue Hill ostensibly avoided the risk of tax evasion by instead appending notes to their
valuations requesting to have their state taxes reduced because they feared they were
“disproportionate with many other towns” (Chapter 3).
In summary, tax valuations are hardly the simple, objective accounts of people and
property that they appear to be. They provide a partial portrait of both people and property,
representing one way the state extended its influence and monitored Maine, which essentially
remained a “colony of a colony” until 1820 (Leamon 2011:146). Although issues like seasonality,
fluctuating town boundaries, and tax evasion may cast doubt on the accuracy of tax valuations,
the data are generally supported by probate data (Pruitt 1984:336–337). For this analysis,
however, valuations are superior to probates because probates tend to lack detail about
agricultural production and be biased by age and class (Cook 1973:146; Pruitt 1984:337). As a
result, tax valuations remain a reliable, if not ideal source to track changes in the landscape
across frontier towns through time because they essentially document and quantify the results of
landscape enclosure.
Data and Methods
In this chapter, I analyze 20 tax valuations from nine towns and three different years
(Table 5.2). I retrieved 18 of the records from microfilm at the Massachusetts State Library’s
(MSL) Special Collections Department in Boston, Massachusetts in 2012 and 2016. These
documents were microfilmed in 1974 by the Genealogical Society of Utah, now known as
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Table 5.2: Tax data analyzed for each town in the study area.
Historic
Township
Number
1
2
3
3
4
5
6
7
--

Town

1792

Bucksport
Orland
Penobscot
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

1801

1811

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X1

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X1

X
X

X = Record from Massachusetts State Library
X1 = Record from FamilySearch
FamilySearch, a non-profit family history organization operated by the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints (LDS). Since being microfilmed, valuations have also been made available as
digital images at LDS Family History Centers or FamilySearch Affiliate Libraries. I obtained the
remaining two tax records as digital images in 2019 from the Historical Society of Pennsylvania, a
FamilySearch Affiliate Library in Philadelphia.
Although the valuations are part of a broader microfilm collection of Maine town tax
records from 1780 until 1811, the temporal scope of my analysis is narrowed to 19 years from
1792 until 1811 because earlier records were either not consistently available or not sufficiently
detailed for the towns in my study area. Even within that timeframe, records were not available for
all three years for each town (see Table 5.2). For two of the nine towns—Orland and
Penobscot—the MSL did not have records for 1801, so I compare data from 1792 and 1811.
Because Penobscot included Castine until 1796, I combined the 1811 data for both towns in my
analysis to facilitate comparison with the 1792 Penobscot data (MHRSP 1940:175; Wheeler
1875:73). In text, I reference “historic Penobscot” when interpreting the joined data for 1811, and
“Penobscot proper” when examining data strictly from post-1796 Penobscot.
For three towns—Bucksport, Castine, and Ellsworth—the MSL lacked records for 1792,
so I examine change in the landscape from 1801 until 1811. For Surry, detailed records were only
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available at the MSL for 1811. Since Surry was annexed to form part of Ellsworth in 1809, the
Surry data should be unaffected by the boundary change, but the Ellsworth data has more
limitations and should be viewed critically since the town was larger in 1811 than 1801 (Davis
1927:72–73; MHRSP 1940:149).
For the remaining three towns—Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle—records were
available for 1792, 1801, and 1811. Most were on microfilm at the MSL, but for Deer Isle, I
obtained the 1792 and 1811 records through FamilySearch. While the MSL had records for the
town in 1811, I use the FamilySearch version (except when noted otherwise) because in the MSL
copy, the assessor lumped the data for 176 households into one entry “for want of blanks”—in
other words, because he ran out of paper.
Transcription & Analysis
To prepare the tax data for analysis, I transcribed each record into a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet and assigned unique identification (ID) numbers to each taxpayer listed in sequence.
In total, the records listed 3,066 taxpayers (Table 5.3). Only 32 women (1%) were named as
taxpayers, eight of whom were marked as widows. Most people named were individual males, but
groups like non-resident proprietors and heirs were also listed (Figure 5.1). Since most taxpayers
Table 5.3: Number of households listed on each tax record examined. Deer Isle data for
1792 and 1811 are from FamilySearch records, the Penobscot household count for 1811
does not include Castine, and the Bucksport count for 1801 includes 7 households living
on Verona Island.
Households Listed per Town
Town

1792

1801

1811

Bucksport
Orland
Penobscot
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill

No Data
40
173
No Data
120
80

163
No Data
No Data
157
182
123

306
106
261
225
179
171

Grand
Total
469
146
434
382
481
374

Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle
Grand Total

No Data
No Data
121
534

No Data
39
116
780

61
127
316
1,752

61
166
553
3,066
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Types of Taxpayers Listed

90%

92%

94%

96%

98%

100%

Single Individual (e.g., Peter Parker)
Multiple Individuals (e.g., Moses & Daniel Bridges)
Groups (e.g., heirs, assigns, estates)
Non-residents (e.g., proprietors)
Residents & Non-residents (1 Group in Blue Hill 1792)
Town & State

Figure 5.1: Types of taxpayers listed in the analyzed tax records. Over 90% were single
individuals, usually men.
were Maine residents and frequently heads of households, I use the terms residents, settlers,
households, landowners, and taxpayers interchangeably to refer to individuals listed in the
valuations.
After transcription, I also assigned one four-digit individual ID number to each unique
individual or group listed in a town, where the first digit generally represented the historic
township number. Because assessors did not consistently spell or abbreviate names, the
Individual IDs essentially serve to link data from multiple years for a single individual in one town,
which in turn helps track changes in his/her property ownership through time. For example,
“Ruben Rhodiland,” who was listed in Deer Isle records in 1801, and “Reuben Rhodeisland,” who
was listed in 1811, have the same ID. Using these IDs, I then created a database in Access
where all tax data per household regardless of year was tied to the corresponding Individual ID.
In total, there were 2,339 different households represented in the tax records through time.
To analyze the data, I generated histograms in Excel for each town for each year.
Histograms are an ideal way to represent the data because they display patterns of land
ownership that may be hidden when only looking at the numeric data. By classifying the data into
bins and then displaying the frequency for each of those numeric ranges, histograms help side124

step the problem with using averages, which can be skewed by extremely low or high values and
allow for further pattern recognition. Since the population varied over time and by town, I present
land ownership by percentage rather than number of taxpayers. The histograms therefore help
determine whether most people had enclosed and improved land and if so, how many acres.
An alternative to using histograms or basic averages is to calculate averages using data
only for individuals who own a particular type of property, in effect excluding zero values from
those individuals who lacked horses, tillage, or whatever the property under consideration is.
Claire Fuller Martin and Terrance J. Martin (2010) employ this strategy in their analysis of US
census reports and agricultural reports from 1840 and 1850 to compare regional crop and
livestock choices among New York, Ohio, Kentucky, and New Philadelphia, Illinois. They present
their data in tables with columns for the average amount of property and what percent of the
population owned that type of property. While these tables relate somewhat similar data to
histograms, I opted for histograms to help visualize and interpret the distribution of property
across the entire population.
In addition to histograms, I created tables in Excel to display the tax data in aggregate by
year to examine town and regional agricultural trends through time. I followed the methods of
Rothenberg (1992:219), who analyzes tax valuation data from hundreds of Massachusetts towns
to track “improvements in agriculture” between 1771 and 1801, calculating percent change in
landholdings, production, and livestock. She considers the data in aggregate at the county- and
state-level, excluding Cape Cod, Nantucket, Martha’s Vineyard, and all Maine towns, as well as
towns for which records did not survive or were illegible. To track changes in acres of tillage, for
example, Rothenberg (1992:219) sums the tillage acreage for all Massachusetts towns for 1771
and 1801 and calculates the percent change between the years. In my tables, I calculated
percent change in landholdings, production, and livestock to discern general trends in Downeast
Maine agriculture (Appendix 1). For the sake of consistency, all calculations were based on my
transcription of data for individual taxpayers, rather than the assessor’s summary page totals on
the original valuations, which sometimes contained errors.
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Building off Rothenberg’s methods, I also examine property ownership among
“established” households to discern how families modified their land use patterns through time.
For each town, established or “mature” households include households listed in every record I
analyzed for that town. For example, since William Foster was listed in every Deer Isle record I
examined, his household counts as “established,” whereas a Deer Isle household listed in 1792
and 1811 but not 1801 does not. While a family’s absence from tax records could easily be due to
gaps in the archival record, they could also have moved within the 19-year timeframe and thus
not been taxed consistently in a single town. For these established households, I use bar graphs
to demonstrate how their landholdings fluctuated at the turn of the 19th century (Appendix 2).
To organize my results, which offer insight into landscape change at the local and
regional levels, I have created sections for each property category I analyze. Within these
sections, I outline regional trends between 1792 and 1811, then shift my focus to individual
towns, beginning with those with data for 1792 and 1811 (rather than those with data only for
1801 and 1811). To avoid repetition, I summarize the data and explain trends at the end of each
section.
Tillage and Production
Tillage is cleared arable land dedicated to growing grains including corn and the
“European tetrad”—barley, wheat, rye, and oats (Merchant 2010:164; Rothenberg 1992:318).
Households also planted other non-grain crops on tillage such as potatoes, peas, beans,
pumpkins, hops, and flax, but none of these secondary crops were consistently taxed except for
bushels of peas and beans (Bonsey 2003:9; Rothenberg 1992:220). Although untaxed, such
crops were still significant; potatoes, for example, have been dubbed an “18th-century innovation
among pioneer crops” because they could be planted on newly cleared land whether plowed or
not (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:79; Smith 1988:19).
Regional Change in Tillage (1792–1811)
Tax valuations from the five towns with records for 1792 and 1811—Orland, historic
Penobscot, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle—indicate that as the number of taxed households
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more than doubled in those 19 years, the total tillage acreage grew by over half (Table 5.4).
Although overall households converted more of the frontier landscape to tillage through time,
about half owned no tillage regardless of year (Figure 5.2). If Downeast households owned tillage
at all, it was usually 1–2 acres, roughly the size of a football field.
As total tillage acreage increased on the frontier, so too did grain production, rising 75%
(see Table 5.4). Meanwhile, yield per acre dipped slightly, slipping from 8.75 bushels per acre in
1792 to 8.5 by 1811. On one hand, the rise in total production and subtle dip in yield per acre
might indicate that settlers cultivated increasingly marginal land or land that was becoming
Table 5.4: Tillage and production data for five towns with data for 1792 and 1811: Orland,
historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle.
Combined grains include wheat, rye, oats, corn, & barley as per Rothenberg 1992:219.
Category

5

5

1792–1811,
% Change
-

534
617
5,397.5
8.75

1,258
1,107.25
9,440
8.53

136%
79%
75%
-3%

1792

Number of Towns
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled
Bushels of combined grains
Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

1811

Tillage Acreage in 5 Towns in 1792 & 1811
Percent of Households

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
0

1

2

3

More

Acres of Tillage
1792 (N=534)

1811 (N=1,232)

Figure 5.2: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers from five towns with data for 1792 and
1811: Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and
Deer Isle.
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sapped of nutrients. On the other hand, the slight decrease in yield per acre could reflect
increasing crop diversification through time (Rothenberg 1992:221).
Based on specific crop data, which was available for four of the five towns in 1792—
Orland, historic Penobscot, Sedgwick, and Blue Hill—corn was the most prevalent grain, followed
by barley, wheat, rye, and oats (Table 5.5). By 1811, corn comprised an even greater percentage
of the harvest, while wheat and barley each represented about 20% of grains.
Table 5.5: Grains harvested in four towns with data for 1792 and 1811: Orland, historic
Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and Blue Hill.
Grain

Wheat

Corn

Barley

Rye

Oats

1792
1811

21%
22%

43%
56%

23%
18%

11%
3%

3%
1%

Orland (1792–1811)
Although on the whole tillage and grain production for the region increased, the rate of
growth was uneven across the towns. Likewise, ownership patterns varied. In Orland, the
patterns of tillage ownership differed from other towns in 1792. Only one-fifth of households
lacked tillage and over half of them owned 1–2 acres (Figure 5.3). In fact, more families owned 3
or more acres of tillage than owned one acre. By 1811, however, nearly two-thirds of households
owned no tillage. Of those who owned tillage that year, most still planted 1–2 acres.
In total, Orland’s tillage acreage expanded by about 40% between 1792 and 1811
(Appendix 1, Table A 1.1). Meanwhile, grain production fell slightly as the yield per acre dropped
by about a third from about 6.6 to 4 bushels. Relative to other Downeast Maine towns examined
herein, these yields were among the lowest.
Data for the 17 established families who lived in Orland between 1792 and 1811 reveals
that they too experienced declining grain yields even though most (n=10) had as much tillage or
more than in 1792 (Table 5.6) (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.1). Despite expanding their total tillage
acreage by 28% in that timeframe, their grain production held steady and their yield per acre
dropped by almost a quarter. Combined, the data for these mature households suggest their
focus was less on enhancing their grain output and more on maintaining it.
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Acres of Tillage: Orland 1792 & 1811
Percent of Households

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
0

1

2

3

More

Acres of Tillage
Orland 1792 (N=40)

Orland (N=106)

Figure 5.3: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Orland (1792–1811).

Table 5.6: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Orland (1792–1811).
1792

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

17
23.5

17
30

28%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

141

142

1%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

6.00

4.73

-21%

71

197

177%

57.5
0.81

151
0.77

163%
-5%

55

109

98%

29

107

269%

20

49

145%

0.69
1,554.5

0.46
919

-34%
-41%

Category

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed
Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)*
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1792 and 1811
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards

129

In terms of the grains being planted, wheat cultivation intensified between 1792 and 1811
(Table 5.7). As in other towns, corn had been Orland’s top grain in 1792, representing 40% of
grains, while wheat comprised only 7% of harvests. By 1811, however, wheat accounted for 53%
of grains. Since Orland was not the only town where wheat production surged, I explore why the
shift occurred below.
Table 5.7: Grains cultivated in Orland (1792–1811).
Grain
1792
1811

Wheat
7%
53%

Corn
41%
29%

Barley
26%
12%

Rye
21%
0%

Oats
5%
5%

Historic Penobscot (1792–1811)
In Penobscot in 1792, about half of taxpayers owned no tillage (Figure 5.4). Those who
did typically cultivated 2 acres or more. By 1811, over two-thirds of residents had no tillage and
those with tillage cultivated less than before, usually 1–2 acres.
Between 1792 and 1811, the number of households within the boundaries of historic
Penobscot more than doubled. Simultaneously, tillage acreage grew by 64% and grain production
rose by half, but the yield per acre dipped slightly (Appendix 1, Table A 1.2). While not all
residents managed tillage, the data for the 70 established households in Penobscot proper
suggest that newcomers were largely responsible for the net increase in tillage and production. In
fact, the total acreage owned by mature households in Penobscot proper basically held steady,
as did grain production and yield per acre (Table 5.8). If acreage changed, it was often in halfacre increments (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.2). Of all the established households in the study area,
only those in Penobscot proper and neighboring Sedgwick had a higher average yield per acre in
1811 than in 1792.
As grain production for the town increased, the types of grain settlers grew shifted
significantly (Table 5.9). In 1792, wheat was the most prevalent, accounting for 33% of all grains.
By 1811, corn accounted for 55% of the grain harvest.
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Acres of Tillage: Historic Penobscot 1792 & 1811
Percent of Households

80%
70%
60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
0

1

2

3

More

Acres of Tillage
1792 Penobscot (N=173)

1811 Penobscot (N=261) & Castine (N=225)

Figure 5.4: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in historic Penobscot (including Castine
1811 data) (1792–1811).

Table 5.8: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Penobscot proper
(1792–1811).
1792

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

70
118

70
115

-3%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

971

1,005

4%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

8.23

8.74

6%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

414

664

60%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

375
0.91

540
0.81

44%
-10%

275

445

62%

293

797

172%

197

249

26%

Category

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)*
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"

0.67

0.31

-54%

Acres of Unimproved Land

6,790

6,804

0.2%

Established Households = Households taxed in 1792 and 1811
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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Table 5.9: Grains cultivated in historic Penobscot (1792–1811).
Grain
1792
1811

Wheat
33%
22%

Corn
25%
55%

Barley
30%
20%

Rye
9%
2%

Oats
3%
2%

Sedgwick (1792–1811)
Compared to Orland, a lower percentage of households in Sedgwick owned tillage in
1792, with nearly half owning none (Figure 5.5). Those with tillage usually managed 1–2 acres.
By 1801, a greater portion of residents owned tillage and most with tillage cultivated 2 acres. The
trend continued into 1811, with over two-thirds of households owning tillage. Plots were typically
the same size as before, with few owning 3 or more acres.
With more Sedgwick residents owning tillage through time, the town’s total acreage
increased by half between 1792 and 1811, rising from 146 to 231 acres (Appendix 1, Table A
1.3). Simultaneously, grain production nearly doubled, increasing from 1,215 to 2,388 bushels. In
1792, a settler harvested a bit over 8 bushels of grain on average per acre, but by 1811 he
harvested about 10 bushels per acre, which translates to an increase of about 20%. This
increase, coupled with rising production overall, suggests residents successfully intensified grain
cultivation through time.
Instead of rising steadily, the data reveal the increase in tillage and grain production
occurred mainly in the nine years before 1801 as the number of households rose by half.
Established households—who lived in Sedgwick by 1792—and other more recently settled
households contributed in almost equal part to the expansion. These 53 established families,
which constituted about a third of all taxed in 1801, harvested 546 more bushels of grain than in
1792, but collectively only cultivated 35.5 more acres (Table 5.10) (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.3)
Since their yield per acre increased by about 2 bushels as acreage and production increased, the
data suggest these families likewise intensified grain production at the turn of the century.
After 1801, tillage acreage, production, and grain yield per acre changed little in
Sedgwick suggesting that residents shifted from improving to maintaining their fields. The
continuity in tillage agriculture during the first decade of the 19th century implies that more drastic
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Figure 5.5: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Sedgwick (1792–1811).

Table 5.10: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Sedgwick (1792–
1811).
1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

53
82

53
117.5

53
108

32%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats,
corn, & barley)

640

1,186

1,148

79%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

7.80

10.09

10.63

36%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

308

408.5

734

138%

Tons of English & upland hay

225

343.5

459

104%

Tons of English & upland hay per acre

0.73

0.84

0.63

-14%

242

296

396

64%

243

291

379

56%

111

153

183

65%

0.46

0.53

0.48

6%

6,807

7,814.75

5,968

-12%

Category

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines
3 years old and upwards)
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed
of the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can
"keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1792, 1801, and 1811

133

changes in enclosure and cultivation occurred earlier. Like elsewhere, corn was a prominent crop
in Sedgwick, accounting for at least half of grains between 1792 and 1811 (Table 5.11).
Table 5.11: Grains cultivated in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
Grain
1792
1801

Wheat
16%
8%

Corn
53%
73%

Barley
21%
12%

Rye
9%
3%

Oats
1%
3%

1811

19%

53%

25%

3%

1%

Blue Hill (1792–1811)
As in Penobscot, the majority of settlers in Blue Hill did not own tillage in 1792 (Figure
5.6). Of those who did own tillage, most owned 2 acres. The Blue Hill of 1811 did not differ much
from that of 1792, at least in terms what portion of households owned tillage. If settlers cultivated
tillage in 1811, they typically had 1–2 acres. Farming more tillage than that was uncommon and
something only four households did.
While most households owned modest amounts of tillage regardless of year, the total
tillage acreage in Blue Hill increased by over two-thirds between 1792 and 1811, rising from 61 to
104 acres (Appendix 1, Table A 1.4). In the same timeframe, grain production nearly kept pace
with the growth in tillage. Despite a minor decrease in grain yield per acre by 1811, Blue Hill
settlers maintained the highest average yield per acre of all the towns for both 1792 and 1811,
with 11.6 and 11.4 bushels, respectively.
As in Sedgwick, tillage acreage and production in Blue Hill expanded primarily between
1792 and 1801 when the number of taxed households increased by half. Rather than stemming
from the population increase, the data indicate that the 42 established households that remained
in town between 1792 and 1811 were largely responsible for the changes. In fact, these
households, which represented a third of all taxed in 1801, doubled their total tillage acreage,
expanding it by 44 acres (Table 5.12). This means they owned most (75%) of the tillage in town
and wrought 77% of the total change in acreage in this period. By 1801, most of these families
with tillage in 1792 had converted even more land to tillage (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.4). Likewise,
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Acres of Tillage: Blue Hill 1792-1811
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Figure 5.6: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Blue Hill (1792–1811).

Table 5.12: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Blue Hill (1792–
1811).
1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

42
44

42
88

42
65.5

49%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats,
corn, & barley)

553.5

1,026

776

40%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

12.58

11.66

11.85

-6%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

358.5

583

669

87%

Tons of English & upland hay

300

454

515

72%

Tons of English & upland hay per acre

0.84

0.78

0.77

-8%

254

327

281

11%

430

592

530

23%

132

207

198

50%

0.31
6,677

0.35
11,794

0.37
11,314

22%
69%

Category
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)*
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of
the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1792, 1801, and 1811
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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established settlers nearly doubled their grain production (+85%) in this timeframe and in so
doing, were responsible for 78% of the increase in grain production between 1792 and 1801.
By 1811, established households claimed less tillage and produced fewer grains than in
1801, mirroring trends in Blue Hill as a whole. Although tempting to interpret the decline for
established households as clear evidence for declining soil quality, overall tillage acreage and
production in 1811 was still significantly higher than in 1792 and grain yield per acre had shrunk
only slightly, by about one bushel. The relative stability of grain yield for mature households, even
with the declines in acreage and total production after 1801, suggests these families may have
intentionally shifted emphasis from tillage to haying or other activities after 1801.
No matter the year, corn was consistently the grain of choice in Blue Hill, representing
68% of all grains in 1792 and nearly 75% in 1811 (Table 5.13). Wheat was less prevalent than in
other towns like Orland, comprising at most 15% of the harvest in 1811.
Table 5.13: Grains cultivated in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
Grain
1792
1801
1811

Wheat
10%
9%
16%

Corn
68%
83%
74%

Barley
6%
4%
1%

Rye
11%
2%
9%

Oats
5%
2%
0%

Deer Isle (1792–1811)
Compared to Blue Hill, a greater portion of households in Deer Isle cultivated tillage
between 1792 and 1811. No matter the year, most people cultivated 1–2 acres of tillage (Figure
5.7). Over time, more households managed larger tracts of tillage, spanning over 3 acres.
Between 1792 and 1811, tax records reveal the total tillage acreage expanded by 150%
(Appendix 1, Table A 1.5). Rather than growing steadily over time, the data indicate the increase
in tillage occurred primarily in the decade after 1801, when the number of households more than
doubled (+172%). Not surprisingly, newly arrived households were primarily responsible for the
change in tillage acreage in that period (69%).
In the nine years before 1801, tillage expanded by merely 3%, yet grain production and
yield per acre increased by nearly half. That the yield per acre rose from about 10 to 14 bushels
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Figure 5.7: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
between 1792 and 1801 when tillage acreage held steady suggests that settlers intensified grain
production as they refined their farms. These yields, low by modern standards, were comparable
to those in some counties and towns in Massachusetts proper (Donahue 2004:205; Rothenberg
1992:222–223).
By 1811, although tillage acreage had more than doubled (+142%) since 1801 and
production had increased by half with the population influx, yield per acre dropped significantly
(-38%). If environmental degradation mainly caused the decrease, then mature households
should have a lower yield per acre in 1811 than before. The data in fact demonstrate that the
average yield per acre in 1811 for these 69 mature households was lower than in 1801 (-36%),
but still close to that in 1792, yielding 1 bushel less per acre (Table 5.14). That their total tillage
acreage expanded by 56% as they barely sustained grain production (+0.1%) in the decade after
1801 suggests some households may have been working harder not to improve their grain
production, but to maintain it. Those who cultivated more tillage typically worked an extra acre or
more after 1801 (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.5).
While tax records do not specify which types of grains households harvested in 1792,
they indicate that in 1801 corn was king, accounting for almost 70% of grain in town (Table 5.15).
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Table 5.14: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Deer Isle (1792–
1811).
1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

69
77.5

69
101

69
157.5

103%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats,
corn, & barley)

794

1,445

1,447

82%

10.25

14.31

9.19

-10%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

332

463

771.5

132%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

302
0.91

315.5
0.68

569.25
0.74

88%
-19%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines
3 years old and upwards)

270

325

461

71%

250

439

920.5

268%

-

204

133

-

-

0.46

0.14

-

-

3,853

3,803

-

Category

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed
of the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can
"keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1792, 1801, and 1811
1Grain total for 1811 includes some barley data from the Massachusetts State Library tax
record since the Family Search record was missing data for several individuals
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards

Table 5.15: Grains cultivated in Deer Isle (1801–1811).
Grain
1801

Wheat
2%

Corn
68%

Barley
26%

Rye
4%

Oats
0%

1811

9%

49%

37%

4%

1%

Barley, rather than wheat, basically rounded out the harvest. By 1811, wheat production had
surged, but nevertheless corn and barley remained the dominant grains on the island.
Bucksport (1801–1811)
In Bucksport, about half of taxpayers owned no tillage in 1801 and that proportion
increased through time to 73% in 1811, comparable to Castine, which I discuss next (Figure 5.8).
If people worked tillage in those years, their plots usually spanned a couple acres.
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Acres of Tillage: Bucksport 1801 & 1811
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Figure 5.8: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Bucksport (1801–1811).
While the number of households nearly doubled between 1801 and 1811, the town’s total
tillage acreage changed little, hovering around 175 acres (Appendix 1, Table A 1.6). In contrast,
grain production fell by over a third in that timeframe, as did the grain yield per acre. The 86
households that had lived in Bucksport at least since 1801 experienced these declines as well
(Table 5.16). Overall, their collective tillage acreage decreased, but some of these mature
households in fact expanded their tillage (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.6). The grain production and
yield per acre for mature households also decreased overall. Together, these downward trends
suggest grain cultivation diminished among these households, perhaps as they focused more on
expanding their hay production.
Despite the decline, mature households still owned most of the tillage in town (67%) and
produced most of the grain (73%) even though they represented only a quarter (28%) of all
households in 1811. Thus, people lacking tillage that year were mostly “new” settlers who had
insufficient time, means, or motive to clear and plant land for tillage.
Initially, almost 60% of grain cultivated in Bucksport was corn, followed by rye and wheat
(Table 5.17). By 1811, households had amplified their wheat production, with the grain
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Table 5.16: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Bucksport (1801–
1811).
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

86
144

86
118

-18%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

1,299

698

-46%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

9.02

5.92

-34%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

451

715

59%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

481
1.07

622
0.87

29%
-18%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

307

357

16%

382

551

44%

224

197

-12%

0.59
7,298

0.36
11,304

-39%
35%

Category
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1801 and 1811

Table 5.17: Grains cultivated in Bucksport (1801–1811).
Grain
1801

Wheat
17%

Corn
57%

Barley
1%

Rye
23%

Oats
2%

1811

51%

36%

0%

10%

2%

comprising 50% of harvests. Thus, farmstead production shifted in the decade after 1801, with
wheat emerging as a prominent crop like in neighboring Orland.
Castine (1801–1811)
In Castine, relatively few households owned tillage (Figure 5.9). Only a quarter had
cleared tillage in 1801 and 1811, usually no more than a couple acres. While these families grew
grain and other crops on their farmsteads, the remaining 75% of polls would have had to procure
these resources from elsewhere.

140

Similar to Bucksport, the number of households in Castine grew by almost half after
1801, but the total tillage acreage changed little, and grain production decreased (Appendix 1,
Table A 1.7). While overall acreage did not increase much, established households who lived in
town since at least 1801 and owned tillage expanded their fields by 38% (Table 5.18). Not all
mature households had tillage, but those who did—who represented about a third of the
population (32%)—owned 83% of tillage in town by 1811 (Appendix 2: Figure A 2.7). This
suggests that most families who arrived after 1801 either lacked the time or resources to create
tillage or, more likely given Castine’s economy, pursued activities related to maritime trade or
shipbuilding rather than agriculture (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:90; Varney 1881:166-167).
Households that cultivated tillage generally reaped less grain per acre in 1811 than
before. For Castine and Bucksport, the downward trend in grain production overall and per acre
could reflect intensive cultivation of a lower-yield grain crop like wheat (as opposed to corn), crop
diversification, or a poor harvest due to weather, soil conditions, pests, or other factors.
As settlers in Bucksport shifted their emphasis to wheat cultivation, settlers in Castine
remained most devoted to corn and to a lesser extent, barley (Table 5.19). While corn remained a
significant source of grains in 1811, barley and wheat production rose.
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Figure 5.9: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Castine (1801–1811).
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Table 5.18: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Castine (1801–1811).
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

72
78

72
108

38%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

665

632

-5%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

8.53

5.85

-31%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

408

565

38%

322.75
0.79

452
0.80

40%
1%

249

336

35%

716

843

18%

228

236

4%

0.32

0.28

-12%

2,968.5

2,865

-3%

Category

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1801 and 1811

Table 5.19: Grains cultivated in Castine (1801–1811).
Grain

Wheat

Corn

Barley

Rye

Oats

1801
1811

13%
20%

63%
46%

20%
28%

4%
6%

0%
0%

Ellsworth (1801–1811)
In Ellsworth, only a third of taxpayers lacked tillage in 1801 (Figure 5.10). Owning 2 acres
was common, and in fact, almost as many owned 2 acres of tillage as owned none. By 1811,
however, the pattern was reversed and only a third of taxpayers owned tillage. If settlers
cultivated tillage, plots were still rarely more than 2 acres.
Between 1801 and 1811, as the number of households more than tripled, tillage acreage
increased nearly 60%, rising from 60 to 95 acres (Appendix 1, Table A 1.8). Newly arrived
households were primarily responsible for the rise in acreage (77%), as established households
collectively only improved 8 of the additional 35 acres (Table 5.20). Nevertheless, these 25
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mature households, who represented a fifth of households in 1811, owned over half (56%) of
tillage in town. Most of these families did not convert more land to tillage after 1801, but if they
did, it was usually about one acre (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.8).
Despite increasing their tillage acreage, established households experienced
substantially lower grain production and yield per acre in 1811 than before. That Ellsworth’s
overall production improved slightly that year means that families who settled after 1801 were not
only improving the landscape, but also grain production even though their yield per acre was no
better than on mature farms. On average, whether relatively new or mature, Ellsworth households
had the lowest grain yield per acre in the study area by 1811 at 2.88 bushels. In 1801,
households typically cultivated corn and wheat (Table 5.21). Although wheat comprised nearly a
quarter of grains then and in 1811, corn came to represent a smaller segment of the harvest
through time as barley and rye production rose.
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Figure 5.10: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
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Table 5.20: Improvements in agriculture in established households in Ellsworth (1801–
1811).
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

25
46

25
54

17%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

219

156

-29%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

4.76

2.89

-39%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

158

215

36%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

104
0.66

154
0.72

48%
9%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

116

145

52

159

206%

22

50

127%

0.42
2,272

0.31
2,800

-26%
19%

Category

Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Acres of Unimproved Land

Established Households = Households taxed in 1801 and 1811

Table 5.21: Grains cultivated in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
Grain
1801

Wheat
24%

Corn
64%

Barley
4%

Rye
8%

Oats
0%

1811

24%

33%

20%

19%

3%

Surry (1811)
In Surry, a greater percentage of households (69%) cultivated tillage in 1811 than any
other town that year (Figure 5.11). Residents also typically cultivated larger plots than in other
towns; about 28% owned 3 or more acres. Collectively, Surry residents worked 104.5 acres of
tillage and produced 992 bushels of grain, which equates to 9.5 bushels per acre (Appendix 1,
Table A 1.9). They primarily planted corn and barley, which together formed 75% of grains
harvested (Table 5.22).
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Figure 5.11: Acres of tillage owned by taxpayers in Surry (1811).

Table 5.22: Grains cultivated in Surry (1811).
Grain
1811

Wheat
17%

Corn
37%

Barley
38%

Rye
7%

Oats
0%

Summary: Tillage and Grain Production
In summary, the tax valuation data confirm that most households in Ellsworth, Bucksport,
Castine, Orland, Penobscot, and Blue Hill lacked tillage at some point between 1792 and 1811. In
Sedgwick, Surry, and Deer Isle, tillage was consistently more ubiquitous, with at least half of
taxpayers maintaining tillage. Across the region, if settlers owned tillage, rarely more than 1–2
acres regardless of year.
Although the histograms indicate that most households with tillage owned similar
amounts, examining changes in total acreage in the five towns with data for 1792 and 1811
highlights how frontier settlement and the associated population influx induced changes in the
land. As noted earlier, the number of households in those towns more than doubled between
1792 and 1811. Not all people who arrived in that period converted land to tillage, but those who
did converted a total of 359.25 acres, which represented 73% of “new” tillage created between
1792 and 1811. Most established households also expanded their tillage in that timeframe,
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usually by 0.5–2 acres (Figure 5.12). By 1811, 251 mature households represented only a fifth of
those taxed but owned over a third (43%) of tillage across these towns.
At the individual town-level, the tax data expose changes in the land and accordingly,
production. Of the five towns with data for 1792 and 1811, Deer Isle experienced the greatest
percent increase in tillage and by 1811, had the most tillage of any town in the study area with
almost 350 acres (Table 5.23). The island town also produced the most grain, with nearly 3,000
bushels (Table 5.24). Next to Deer Isle, the southern towns on the mainland—Sedgwick and
Penobscot proper—had the most tillage in 1811. They were also among the biggest grain
producers in the area that year. In fact, Sedgwick is the only town in the study area where grain
production outpaced growth in tillage acreage and where the yield per acre was higher in 1811
than in 1792, which suggests residents with tillage successfully intensified grain production
overall. Towns to the north generally had less tillage. Of these towns, Bucksport (which had the
most taxpayers) had the most, with 173 acres, followed by Surry, Blue Hill, Ellsworth, and Orland
(see Table 5.23).

Change in Tillage Acreage by Established Housholds in
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Figure 5.12: Histogram of change in tillage acreage among established households
(n=251) in five towns: Orland, Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle (1792–
1811).
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Table 5.23: Acres of tillage per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Tillage Acreage
1792
1801
No Data
178.75
66.5
No Data

1811
173
92

207

No Data

339

No Data

No Data

209

No Data
146
61
No Data

115.5
224.25
118
No Data

130
231
104
104.5

No Data
136.5

60
141

95
341.25

Table 5.24: Bushels of grain harvested per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Bushels of Grain
1792
1801
No Data
1,548
440
No Data

1811
960
401

1,673

No Data

2,522

No Data

No Data

1,777

No Data
1,215
709.5
No Data

895
2,388
1,316
No Data

745
2,354
1,186
992

No Data
1,360

259
1,989

274
2,977

Through time, grain production and yield per acre fell in Bucksport, Orland, and Castine
(see Table 5.24–Table 5.25). In Blue Hill, Ellsworth, Deer Isle, and historic Penobscot, as
acreage and production generally increased, grain yield per acre declined by 1811. Nevertheless,
the yield per acre in Blue Hill was the highest of all towns in 1792 and 1811, which is surprising
considering the tax assessors’ notes detailing poor agricultural production in both years. At
around 11 bushels per acre, Blue Hill’s average yield was comparable to that of some counties in
Massachusetts proper, where in 1801 the grain yield ranged from 10.7 bushels per acre in
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Berkshire County to 16.7 in Worcester County (Rothenberg 1992:222–223). In the remaining
frontier towns, regardless of year the average grain yield per acre was generally lower than in
Massachusetts counties in 1801.
The average yield per acre may have declined in these towns because settlers cultivated
more marginal land and/or intensified cultivation of other non-grain crops such as potatoes, flax,
or hay by 1811 (Rothenberg 1992:220). Another factor influencing grain yield is the types of
grains settlers planted. Because corn was more voluminous and yielded more bushels per acre
than grains like wheat, changing crop choices could impact total production and yield per acre
(Eves 1987:117). Other factors like crop infestations, blights, or severe weather could have also
played a role (Russell 1982:67, 151)
Of all the grains documented in tax records, corn was the most prevalent in every town in
1792 and 1801 except Penobscot, where wheat was more prevalent in 1792 (Table 5.26). Corn
was usually the first crop settlers planted on the frontier since it could grow in rough, new fields
and be harvested more easily than grains like wheat, which involved “intensive use of relatively
small amounts of land” and required threshing (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:78; Eves 1987:119;
Russell 1982:150; Smith 1988:19). By 1811, corn was the dominant grain in six of the nine towns:
Table 5.25: Average grain yield per acre per town (1792–1811).
Average Bushels of Grain per Acre of Tillage
Towns
1792
1801

1811

Bucksport

No Data

8.66

5.55

Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine

6.62

No Data

4.36

8.08

No Data

7.44

No Data

No Data

8.50

No Data

7.75

5.73

Sedgwick

8.32

10.65

10.19

Blue Hill

11.63

11.15

11.40

Surry

No Data

No Data

9.49

Ellsworth

No Data

4.32

2.88

Deer Isle

9.96

14.11

8.72
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Table 5.26: Principal grain harvested per town (1792–1811).

Towns

Principal Grain Harvested
1792
1801

1811

Bucksport

No Data

Corn (57%)

Wheat (51%)

Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine

Corn (41%)

No Data

Wheat (53%)

Wheat (33%)

No Data

Corn (59%)

No Data

No Data

Corn (55%)

No Data

Corn (63%)

Corn (46%)

Sedgwick

Corn (53%)

Corn (73%)

Corn (53%)

Blue Hill

Corn (68%)

Corn (83%)

Corn (74%)

Surry

No Data

No Data

Barley (38%)

Ellsworth

No Data

Corn (64%)

Corn (33%)

Deer Isle

No Data

Corn (68%)

Corn (49%)

Penobscot, Castine, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Ellsworth, and Deer Isle. Households in these towns
may have primarily focused on growing corn as other crops became increasingly accessible
through trade (Smith 1988:19).
In Bucksport, Orland, and Surry, corn was not the top crop. Instead, barley and corn
comprised nearly equal portions of the harvest in Surry. Barley thrived on rich loamy or light
clayey soils and would have been a source of food for “man and brute” alike (Cultivator, July 2,
1839:85). In contrast, in Bucksport and Orland, wheat predominated in 1811, representing 51%
and 53% of the harvest, respectively. Along with historic Penobscot where wheat was the
principal grain in 1792, these two towns were situated in the fertile Penobscot River Valley, which
was better suited to wheat cultivation (Eves 1987:117).
The increase in wheat cultivation during the early 19th century was not unique to these
towns, yet compared to Hancock County and the state at large, their ratio of wheat to other grains
was rather high (Eves 1987). In Maine, wheat only constituted 15.6% of all grain in 1811,
whereas in Hancock it represented 22.1% of all grain. By 1820, wheat cultivation had waned in
Orland to 33% and was on par with Hancock as a whole (Eves 1987:116-118). In Bucksport,
however, wheat still constituted almost half of all grain grown in 1820 (49%) (Eves 1987:116).
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In terms of timing, historian Jamie H. Eves (1987:119) attributes the initial “boom in
Maine wheat” to the new British market for wheat flour that developed when tariffs and trade
embargoes cut off the Empire’s European grain supply during the Napoleonic Wars. Fueled by
British demand, wheat prices jumped from 1793 to 1815 and smuggling wheat flour, as well as
meat and lumber, through entrepots like Castine became quite profitable for settlers on the
Eastern frontier (Eves 1987:119–120, 124). Mainers found they could sometimes more than
double their money by smuggling, selling flour for over $20 per barrel in places like Puerto Rico
and Berbice (Eves 1987:119, 123). While wheat was the predominant crop only in Orland,
Bucksport, and Penobscot, nothing precluded settlers from neighboring towns from partaking in
and profiting from the trade as well. Wheat may have represented a smaller proportion of crops in
other towns, but given the prices it fetched, it could have been among the most lucrative.
Consequently, quantity alone does not necessarily reflect a grain’s value to a town or household.
Later, the media—namely newspapers—encouraged Mainers to cultivate wheat to ensure their
“independence from ‘foreign’ elements” and in the 1830s, Maine offered bounties to drive wheat
and corn cultivation in a failed attempt to keep up with the Midwest (Russell 1982:190; Smith et
al. 1981:458).
No matter which grain varieties settlers cultivated on the frontier, tillage was costly to
create and maintain, for the fields had to be bounded and segregated to protect them from
livestock. Cattle and swine especially presented a “more or less constant threat” to croplands
because they were less closely supervised due to labor scarcity, and on the frontier, left
unattended in larger tracts of land (Cronon 1983:134). While livestock could destroy agricultural
fields, draft animals, namely oxen, were necessary to convert land into tillage in the first place
(Cronon 1983:129). Thus, creation of tillage necessitated enclosure, and resulted in a physically
compartmentalized landscape with fences and stone walls to keep livestock out and to grow
crops within.
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Hay Land and Production
Like tillage, hay required fences for protection from livestock. Hay was especially
important in the northern latitudes since animals could not be put out to pasture for as much of
the year as in warmer climes. Accordingly, settlers needed relatively more hay land to sustain
their livestock through the winter. Livestock in turn provided the manure necessary to fertilize the
fields and continue the agricultural cycle (Baron and Bridges 1983:166). Maine eventually
became the second leading producer of hay in New England during the mid-19th century (Baron
and Bridges 1983:167).
Three main types of hay land existed on the frontier: (1) English and upland mowing, (2)
fresh meadow, and (3) salt marsh. English and upland mowing, which I generally refer to as
“mowing,” was upland meadow that settlers planted with a mix of English grasses, including
“herd’s grass” or timothy, redtop, and clover, and generally kept plowed and manured. These
English grasses were introduced to the New World by accident, probably brought across the
Atlantic in fodder, bedding, or the manure of livestock that made the trans-Atlantic voyage, and
later cultivated intentionally (Baron and Bridges 1983:168; Stilgoe 1982:183; Rothenberg
1992:223). I refer to the product of English and upland mowing simply as “English hay” or “hay.”
In contrast, fresh meadow and salt marsh were comprised of native grasses, which were
initially “luxuriant” on the Eastern frontier (here including New Hampshire and Maine, as well as
Vermont) (Rothenberg 1992:221–223; Cronon 1983:144; Baron and Bridges 1983:167–168;
Russell 1982:149–150, 212). Accordingly, I refer to fresh meadow, salt marsh, and the hay
produced thereon as “native grass hay” or “native hay.” Fresh meadow, sometimes called freshwater meadow, was typically located near rivers on flood plains, and salt marsh could be found
near the coast and along tidal rivers with brackish water (Baron and Bridges 1983:167; Russell
1982:149). Native meadows typically included Carex, which was a good source of hay, whereas
saltmarshes included several types of vegetation (Merchant 2010:166). Cordgrass, which was
useful for bedding, insulation, and roofing, dominated the lower-elevation parts of the salt
marshes, whereas salt marsh hay and blackgrass characterized higher-elevation sections and
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were valuable sources of fodder. To encourage hay and blackgrass to grow, farmers dug ditches
in low marsh areas to help the tidewaters recede, but even considering this management
strategy, native grasses required less labor to manage than English and upland mowing and were
thus highly valued (Hornsby and Sebold 2015:30; Russell 1982:149–150).
Of the three kinds, English and upland mowing was the most valuable, producing English
hay worth twice as much per ton as native hay from fresh meadows (Stilgoe 1982:184, also cited
in Rothenberg 1992:223–224). Although more labor intensive to cultivate, English hay was more
nutritious and therefore better for livestock, offering as much as 10–20% more “food value”
compared to native hay (Baron and Bridges 1983:168; Russell 1982:150; Stilgoe 1982:182–183;
Anderson 2004:154). Some settlers went so far as to safeguard their investment by storing only
native hay in their barns in case they caught fire from a lightning strike, preferring to leave English
hay securely in the meadow (Stilgoe 1982:184). Moreover, at least in Massachusetts proper,
English and upland mowing remained verdant and productive pasture into December, long after
native hay had turned brown (Rothenberg 1992:223–224). The lingering green grass essentially
“announced the coming of civilization, of shaped land,” its prevalence signaling the physical
extent of enclosure (Stilgoe 1982:184, also cited in Rothenberg 1992:224).
As a result of these characteristics, tracking changes in English and upland mowing is an
ideal way to assess patterns of enclosure across Downeast Maine. Moreover, if cultivation of
English and upland mowing intensified as would be expected as settlement and enclosure
progressed on the frontier, then it should be evident in the tax valuation data. Mowing should
constitute a greater proportion of total hay land and farmland more generally in 1811 than in
earlier years if settlers continued to improve the landscape through time.
If frontier settlers also shifted focus from tillage to hay and from natural (fresh and salt) to
cultivated hay (English and upland mowing) over time, it would suggest they developed a
specialization in hay cultivation like their counterparts in Massachusetts (Rothenberg 1992:221,
224). By 1801, hay cultivation had amplified in Massachusetts proper to the extent that agriculture
was restructured to revolve around English and upland mowing (Rothenberg 1992:221).
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Regional Change in Hay Land (1792–1811)
Compared to tillage, hay land was indeed more prevalent on the frontier in terms of
acreage and distribution. While tillage acreage increased by 79% for the five towns with data for
this date range, English and upland mowing acreage almost tripled (Table 5.27). The tons of
English hay produced increased by a similar magnitude and the yield declined only slightly.
The increases in mowing and hay derived from it dwarf those for native hay. Of the two
types of native hay, fresh meadow was more prevalent on the frontier than salt marsh. For the
four towns with data spanning the date range of interest—Orland, historic Penobscot, Sedgwick,
and Blue Hill—the total acreage of (combined) fresh meadow and salt marsh grew slightly
between 1792 and 1811 (Table 5.28). Hay output increased a similar amount, but the yield per
acre held steady. Although the yield per acre for native hay was a fraction higher than for
mowing, mowing was clearly a far more significant source of food for livestock; mowing
accounted for 89% of total hay land and production in 1792 and 95% in 1811. That the proportion
of fresh meadow and salt marsh declined from 11% to 5% over that timeframe underscores how
settlers became increasingly invested in English and upland mowing.
In 1792, mowing provided about one ton of hay per grazing animal, whereas native hay
provided about a tenth of a ton. Here, grazing animals include horses and cattle over 3 years old
Table 5.27: Mowing and hay data for five towns with data for 1792 and 1811: Orland,
historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle.
Category

5

5

1792–1811,
% Change
-

534

1,258

136%

2,534.5

7,045

178%

2,155.5
0.85

5,239.25
0.74

143%
-13%

1,985

4,345

119%

1.09

1.21

11%

1792

Number of Towns
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of English and upland mowing
including orcharding mowed
Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses &
bovines 3 years old and upwards)*
Tons of English hay per grazing animal

1811

*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards except for Sedgwick, where
steers & cows 3 years old and upwards were counted
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Table 5.28: Native grass and hay data for four towns with data for 1792 and 1811: Orland,
historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and Blue Hill.
Category
Number of Towns
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per
acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per
grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

1792

1811

4

4

1792–1811,
% Change
-

413
243.5
199.5

942
285
243

128%
17%
22%

0.82

0.85

4%

0.13

0.08

-41%

243.5
199.5

285
243

17%
22%

(following Rothenberg 1992:219). Since the number of grazing animals excludes sheep, for
example, as well as younger animals, the average amount per animal would have been less than
the calculations suggest. By 1811, mowing provided slightly less per animal as did native hay.
In the five towns with data for 1792 and 1811, the percentage of households without
mowing increased, rising from around 35% to nearly 50% by 1811 (Figure 5.13). Despite this
increase, settlers were still more likely to own hay land than tillage since at least half owned
mowing regardless of year. While most cultivated 10 or fewer acres, by 1811 the percentage of
households with more than 10 acres had increased slightly, so more people had more mowing.
Compared to 1792 when 11% of residents had over 10 acres of mowing, 19% of residents hayed
fields of this size in 1811.
In terms of native hay, few households in Downeast Maine relied on fresh meadow or salt
marsh and that they rarely worked more than 10 acres. In the four towns with data, 11% of
households hayed native grasses in 1792, compared to 6% in 1811 (Figure 5.14). Since native
hay was relatively uncommon and ownership patterns were similar across the study region, I
mention it sparingly and focus primarily on mowing in what follows.
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Figure 5.13: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers from five towns with data for 1792 and
1811: Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and
Deer Isle.
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Figure 5.14: Acres of native grass hay owned by taxpayers from four towns with data for
1792 and 1811: Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and
Blue Hill.
Orland (1792–1811)
As with tillage, the extent and rate at which settlers had enclosed the landscape to make
English and upland mowing possible varied by town. In Orland, about one third of households
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lacked mowing in 1792 (Figure 5.15). Most owned 10 or fewer acres, but rarely more. By 1811,
ownership patterns had changed dramatically and nearly two-thirds of residents lacked mowing.
Although overall a smaller percentage of people owned mowing, those who did managed larger
amounts of mowing than in 1792, with nearly 20% of households having over 10 acres.
In total, mowing acreage more than quadrupled between 1792 and 1811 (see Appendix
1, Table A 1.1). Compared to towns like Blue Hill, Orland had relatively little mowing in both
years, but the number of households was also lower than elsewhere. By 1811, most mowing
belonged to households that had arrived after 1792 (66%). Nevertheless, nearly all families living
in Orland in 1792 expanded their hay fields in the following years, increasingly enclosing the
frontier landscape (see Table 5.6) (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.9).
While in Orland more broadly the increase in hay was not proportional to the increase in
acreage and yield per acre dropped, the relationship between acreage and production was more
linear for established households. These established households produced 163% more hay in
1811 than in 1792. Their yield per acre only dropping 5% to 0.77 tons in that timeframe is
surprising considering accounts of the marginal frontier environment. As mowing acreage
expanded at the turn of the century, people hayed less native grass. In 1792, fresh meadow had
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Figure 5.15: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Orland (1792–1811).
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comprised a third of hay land, spanning 66 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.1). By 1811, it
accounted for only 8% of hay land in town, reflecting how native grasses became a less
significant source of fodder over time.
Historic Penobscot (1792–1811)
In the neighboring town of historic Penobscot, half of households owned 10 or fewer
acres of mowing, while most of the remaining residents owned none (Figure 5.16). By 1811, over
half of residents owned no mowing, but those who did hayed larger tracts. As the population
increased and people converted land to mowing and refined their farms, the mowing acreage
grew by 171% (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.2). Meanwhile, hay production rose by 143% and the
average yield per acre decreased slightly between 1792 and 1811. Households established after
1792 converted the bulk of land to mowing in this period (81%), but mature households in
Penobscot proper frequently cultivated more mowing through time (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.10).
Their average yield per acre dropped, but they still increased hay production by 44% (see Table
5.8).
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Figure 5.16: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in historic Penobscot (including Castine
1811 data) (1792–1811).
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Sedgwick (1792–1811)
In Sedgwick, regardless of year, most residents had land devoted to English and upland
mowing (Figure 5.17). In 1792 and 1801, about two-thirds had mowing, which typically spanned
1–10 acres. By 1811, 80% owned mowing and fields frequently were still 10 or fewer acres.
Compared to previous years, a greater portion of households also owned larger amounts of
mowing, with 16% haying more than 15 acres. In contrast, only 2% of residents hayed more than
15 acres in 1801. Settlers probably the growing resources to transform the Downeast Maine
landscape in as little as a decade.
In total, settlers had improved 591.5 acres of mowing by 1792 and 1,617 by 1811, which
equates to a 173% increase in 19 years (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.3). Unlike tillage, mowing
acreage burgeoned primarily after 1801, nearly doubling (+94%). In turn, production in this period
increased by about half (+47%) and the yield per acre declined by approximately a quarter (-24%)
to 0.63 tons. Although production was higher than before, the lower average yield per acre
suggests some households were experiencing diminishing returns on their investment in the land.
Prior to 1801, the acreage only expanded by about half (+41%), yet production intensified
(+61%) and the yield per acre climbed as well to 0.83 tons. During this period, established
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Figure 5.17: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
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households expanded their mowing by 100.5 acres, which accounted for 41% of the new mowing
created by 1801 (see Table 5.10). After 1801, these households generally continued expanding
their mowing and again were responsible for 41% of the change in hay acreage (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.11).
Blue Hill (1792–1811)
In Blue Hill, most households consistently owned English and upland mowing (Figure
5.18). The histogram illustrates that although residents generally had fewer than 10 acres, some
had established relatively large hay fields as early as 1792. Over the years, the percentage of
settlers without mowing increased, peaking at 44% in 1811. While most owned less than 15 acres
of mowing in 1801 and 1811, the percentage with more mowing also climbed. This suggests that
Blue Hill was characterized by an inequitable distribution of landed wealth and that enclosure was
an uneven process, with some settlers having the resources to cultivate relatively large hay fields,
but certainly not all.
Despite a smaller portion of households owning mowing by 1811, the total acreage in
town more than doubled between 1792 and 1811 and spanned over 1,100 acres (see Appendix
1, Table A 1.4). Unlike in neighboring Sedgwick, mowing expanded more drastically between
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Figure 5.18: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
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1792 and 1801 (+70%) than between 1801 and 1811 (+44%), with established households
converting most of their land to mowing by 1801. Of the 338.5 “new” acres of mowing prepared
between 1792 and 1801, established settlers owned 224.5 of them (66%) (see Table 5.12).
By 1811, mature households owned over half (57%) of mowing in town, but settlers that
arrived after 1801 were now primarily the ones expanding their hay fields. In the decade after
1801, established households often improved their fields (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.12), yet
collectively only prepared an additional 86 acres, or 23% of the newly hayed land.
More hay land translated to more hay production; between 1792 and 1801, production
increased by half (+52%) in Blue Hill, whereas between 1801 and 1811, acreage and production
increased proportionally by 43%. It follows that the average yield per acre dropped (-11%)
between 1792 and 1801 but held steady at three-quarters of a ton per acre between 1801 and
1811. The data suggest that recently arrived households had a higher yield per acre in 1811, with
an average of 1.36 tons.
Deer Isle (1792–1811)
As on the mainland, English and upland mowing comprised the majority of hay land in
Deer Isle (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.5). At most, eight farms hayed native grasses and they
accounted for 2% of hay land on the island between 1792 and 1811.
As with tillage, the total mowing acreage in Deer Isle expanded primarily after 1801
(+134%) with the population influx. Although hay acreage increased modestly (+21%) between
1792 and 1801, a greater percentage of households cultivated hay fields in 1801 than before,
with most maintaining 10 or fewer acres (Figure 5.19). The portrait that emerges of life on the
island in 1801 thus differs from Blue Hill that year; in Deer Isle, most farmsteads had hay fields,
but of more modest size than the ones in Blue Hill. By 1811, the percentage of households
without hay land increased, likely because recently arrived settlers had not had sufficient time to
clear and prepare fields.
Between 1792 and 1801, hay production and the average yield per acre declined. Hay
admittedly is a risky crop, but because tillage production and yield improved in Deer Isle and hay
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Figure 5.19: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
production and yield improved in neighboring towns in 1801, it seems unlikely the year was
simply a poor one for agriculture in Deer Isle specifically or Downeast Maine more broadly
(Donahue 2004:208). Instead, Deer Isle households may have converted more marginal land to
fields, causing the declines, or lacked resources, such as manure, to maintain field fertility. After
1801, as acreage expanded, production increased (+163%), as did yield per acre (+12%).
Nevertheless, the yield per acre in 1811 remained lower than in 1792.
Mature households largely followed the same pattern as the rest of Deer Isle in terms of
production and yield per acre (see Table 5.14). That the yield per acre for mature households
fluctuated, instead of steadily decreasing through time, implies families may have offset declining
yields by better maintaining and/or expanding their fields. Most of these households owned more
mowing in 1811 than any time before (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.13).
Bucksport (1801–1811)
In 1801, half of Bucksport households did not own mowing (Figure 5.20). If people
claimed mowing, fields usually spanned 10 or fewer acres. By 1811, households with mowing still
typically hayed 10 or fewer acres but were in the minority, for most households owned no
mowing.
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Figure 5.20: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Bucksport (1801–1811).
In 10 years, English and upland mowing acreage increased 72%, rising from around 630
acres to over 1,000 (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.6). Hay production increased as well, but not
enough to maintain or improve the yield per acre over time. The yield dropped 21% from just over
one ton per acre in 1801 to about three-quarters of a ton in 1811.
Examining data for established households reveals they owned most of the hay land
(65%) in 1811. Over the course of the decade, households generally expanded their fields
(Appendix 2, Figure A 2.14), collectively improving an additional 264 acres, which represented
over half (57%) of the land converted to hay after 1801 (see Table 5.16).
As in Deer Isle, native hay acreage and production increased between 1801 and 1811 in
Bucksport, yet it never became a significant source of fodder for most households. At most, six
families supplemented mowing with native hay in 1811. Fresh meadow was most prevalent,
accounting for 16 of the 21 total acres of native hay in 1801 and 21 of the 30 total acres in 1811
(see Appendix 1, Table A 1.6).
Castine (1801–1811)
In Castine, 68% of households did not cultivate mowing in 1801 (Figure 5.21). If people
owned mowing, it was usually less than 10 acres like in other towns. By 1811, 73% lacked
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Figure 5.21: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Castine (1801–1811).
mowing and most of the remaining residents still cultivated less than 10 acres. This means most
households in Castine owned neither tillage nor mowing.
Of all the towns with data for 1801 and 1811, Castine had the lowest percent change in
mowing acreage in that period, rising by 27% from 540 to 688 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A
1.7). Nevertheless, because mowing acreage expanded twice as much as tillage, the data
suggests that farming households involved in agriculture increasingly concentrated on hay
production after the turn of the century. Indeed, production basically paralleled growth in acreage
and the yield per acre increased slightly.
By 1811, established households owned 82% of mowing in town (see Table 5.18). Most
had modest amounts of hay land (10 or fewer acres), but a handful owned large swaths
(Appendix 2, Figure A 2.15). Since these families also owned the bulk of tillage, these data
confirm that new households primarily pursued non-agricultural activities after the turn of the
century.
In terms of native hay, salt marsh was more prevalent in Castine than fresh meadow (see
Appendix 1, Table A 1.7). In 1801, 10 households owned 37 acres of salt marsh and 11 acres of
fresh meadow. By 1811, native hay acreage had increased almost 20% and was distributed
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among 12 farms. Of the 57 acres of native hay that year, 51 were salt marsh and only 6 were
fresh meadow.
Ellsworth (1801–1811)
As in Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle, most households in Ellsworth owned hay fields
in 1801 (Figure 5.22). By 1811, half of households lacked mowing, but hay fields in town were still
more prevalent than tillage (which 66% of residents lacked). In both years, if people had mowing,
fields usually spanned 10 or fewer acres.
Of all the towns with data for 1801 and 1811, Ellsworth had the greatest percent increase
in mowing except for Deer Isle, as acreage more than doubled during the decade (see Appendix
1, Table A 1.8). This may be due to the boundary changes in town, changing demographics, or a
combination of these factors. In 1811, nearly 500 acres of mowing produced almost 350 tons of
hay and the yield improved by 10% to almost three-quarters of a ton.
While established households owned most tillage (56%), families new to Ellsworth owned
over half of hay land (56%). On average, they harvested about 0.7 tons per acre, which was
comparable to the average yield for residents who had lived in town for at least a decade (see
Table 5.20). Because the yield per acre for established households increased after 1801 instead
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Figure 5.22: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
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of declining like in most towns, they likely successfully intensified hay cultivation (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.16). Combined, the mowing and tillage data, which reveal a decline in grain production
through time, suggest some families in Ellsworth prioritized hay cultivation and/or increasingly
grew other crops during the early 19th century.
Surry (1811)
Relative to other towns in the study area, a high percentage of households in Surry
owned mowing; only 18% of residents did not cultivate hay fields (Figure 5.23). Moreover, a
greater portion of settlers in Surry cultivated large tracts of hay land compared to elsewhere. A
quarter of residents had more than 10 acres, and over a third had 6–10 acres. The remaining
quarter of households had 1–5 acres. That nearly as many people had over 10 acres as had
fewer than 5 acres suggests some settlers in Surry had the time and the resources to extensively
revise the frontier landscape by 1811. In total, households with mowing worked 472 acres, which
produced 399 tons of hay in 1811 (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.9). Their average yield per acre
was 0.84 tons.
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Figure 5.23: Acres of mowing owned by taxpayers in Surry (1811).
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Summary: Hay Land and Production
In summary, most farmsteads with hay land owned 10 or fewer acres of mowing between
1792 and 1811. Through time, however, the percentage of households with larger fields
increased, reflecting how people continued to refine and enclose their farms through time on the
frontier.
The data for established households in the five towns with data for 1792 and 1811 helps
clarify how exactly hay lands expanded through time (Figure 5.24). While nearly half of these
households did not expand their tillage acreage in that timeframe, only 23% did not convert more
land to mowing or had less mowing than before. Of those who expanded their hay fields, most did
so by 6–10 acres or more. Mowing thus was not only more prevalent on the frontier than tillage
but constituted a greater portion of farmlands through time.
Deer Isle had the most mowing by 1811 with 1,623 acres, followed closely by Sedgwick,
Penobscot proper, Blue Hill, Bucksport, Castine, Orland, Ellsworth, and Surry (Table 5.29).
Predictably, towns with more mowing in 1811 tended to have more grazing animals (Table 5.30).

Change in Mowing Acreage by Established Housholds in
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Figure 5.24: Histogram of change in mowing acreage among established households
(n=251) in five towns: Orland, Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle (1792–
1811).
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Table 5.29: Acres of mowing per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Acres of English and Upland Mowing
1792
1801
No Data
637
135.5
No Data

1811
1,094.5
576

755

No Data

2,045

No Data

No Data

1,357

No Data
591.5
484.5

540
834
823

688
1,617
1,184

No Data
No Data
574

No Data
225
695

472
485
1,623

Table 5.30: Grazing animals per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Grazing Animals
1792
1801
No Data
432
121
No Data

1811
564
301

620

No Data

1,380

No Data

No Data

940

No Data
463
335
No Data

339
648
490
No Data

440
937
569
266

No Data
449

168
495

394
1,138

Deer Isle had the most with 1,160 horses and bovines 3 years and older, followed by Penobscot
proper, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Bucksport, Castine, Ellsworth, Orland, and Surry.
Towns with more land devoted to mowing than others did not necessarily produce more
hay in 1811. Deer Isle produced the most English hay in 1811 (1,239.25 tons), followed by
Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, Bucksport, Blue Hill, Castine, Orland, Surry, and Ellsworth (Table
5.31). What emerges is a sense that Deer Isle was becoming more thoroughly transformed
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Table 5.31: English hay production per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Tons of English Hay
1792
1801
No Data
673
116.5
No Data

1811
916.5
427

685

No Data

1,662

No Data

No Data

1,117

No Data
432
409

414.25
694
621

545
1,020
891

No Data
No Data
521

No Data
145
472

399
344
1,239.25

through agriculture than mainland towns, having more resident households and the greatest
amount of mowing and tillage by 1811.
Despite having the most mowing and hay production, the average yield per acre in Deer
Isle declined between 1792 and 1811 (Table 5.32). For the remaining towns with records for
those years (Orland, historic Penobscot, Sedgwick, and Blue Hill), the yield dropped 10–16% as
well, with yields ranging from 0.63–0.81 tons. For the towns with records for only 1801 and 1811,
the yield per acre worsened in Bucksport, but not Castine or Ellsworth. Across the board,
however, yields in 1811 were comparable to those in Massachusetts proper in 1771 and 1801,
where they ranged from 0.5–1.0 tons (Rothenberg 1992:222–223).
While a successful hay harvest is highly dependent on environmental conditions (Baron
and Bridges 1983:166; Donahue 2004:208), weather is probably not to blame for diminishing
yields on the frontier because yields did not drop uniformly. In fact, the towns of Deer Isle,
Ellsworth, and Castine had higher mowing yields in 1811 than in 1801. Given how the towns in
the study area are clustered together, their weather would have generally been similar and thus
impacted production across the entire region. Moreover, David C. Smith and colleagues
(1981:452–453) demonstrate that although archival records indicate the weather between 1775
and 1820 was generally “very cool and somewhat drier” than in the 1760s, it varied. In particular,
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Table 5.32: Average English hay yield per acre per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine

Tons of English Hay per Acre Mowing
1792
1801

1811

No Data

1.06

0.84

0.86

No Data

0.74

0.91

No Data

0.81

No Data

No Data

0.82

No Data

0.77

0.79

Sedgwick

0.73

0.83

0.63

Blue Hill

0.84

0.75

0.75

Surry

No Data

No Data

0.85

Ellsworth

No Data

0.64

0.71

Deer Isle

0.91

0.68

0.76

1784, 1786, 1792, and “the early part of the first decade of the 19th century” were warm and dry
(Smith et al. 452–453). Since agricultural yields surged in the area around 1820 when it was
warmer, the weather at the turn of the century may have been relatively conducive to hay
production, or at least not wholly detrimental. Annual temperature data for Castine in 1811 based
on “instrumental records” supports this idea, for at 45 degrees the weather was neither
exceedingly low nor high for the time (Smith et al. 1981:452–453). The archival record also
suggests late and early frosts in June and August were probably not an issue in 1792, 1801, or
1811 like in other years (Smith et al. 1981:455).
Instead of weather being a major factor causing declines, the lower yields per acre likely
stem from settlers converting less optimal land to mowing, sowing less grass seed per acre to
conserve resources, declines in soil fertility, or a combination of these factors. Most settlers had
large tracts of land at their disposal, but they may have converted more marginal lands to mowing
through time or worked more “tired” lands and thus experienced diminishing returns. Further, as
they created more mowing, some settlers may have been mindful of costs and not been as
generous with seed or fertilization as was recommended for poorer soils, which would in turn
contribute to lower yields (Baron and Bridges 1983:170).
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Fresh Meadow and Salt Marsh
Relative to mowing, fresh meadow and salt marsh were not prominent sources of hay on
the frontier. Sedgwick was the only town (of the four with data for 1792 and 1811) where the total
acreage of fresh meadow and salt marsh expanded, rising by half between 1792 and 1811 (Table
5.33). Despite an increase in native hay in Sedgwick, mowing consistently constituted the
majority of hay land like in the other towns.
Proportionally, native hay was most important in Orland, as fresh meadow accounted for
a third of hay land in 1792. Through time, native hay came to represent increasingly smaller
portions of hay land in each town except for Deer Isle, where at most it comprised 2% of hay land
in 1811. The data therefore illustrate how frontier households typically relied less on native
grasses and more on cultivating English grasses to feed livestock.
The general lack of native hay cultivation in these Downeast Maine towns is largely due
to the environment. While salt marsh was abundant along the Southern Maine coast and
productive, usually yielding from 5–10 tons per acre (Smith et al. 1989:277), its distribution
Downeast was spotty (Hornsby and Sebold 2015:30). According to Moses Greenleaf’s survey in
1820, over three-quarters of salt marsh (78% or 7,141 acres) was located southwest of Downeast
Maine, with only 65 acres being found in the study area (Hornsby and Sebold 2015:30).
Table 5.33: Acres of fresh meadow and/or salt marsh per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Acres of Native Hay
1792
1801
No Data
21
66
No Data

1811
30
47

101

No Data

137

No Data

No Data

80

No Data
66.5
10

48
54
58

57
101
0

No Data
No Data
No Data

No Data
21
3

0
34
32.5
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Moreover, contemporary survey data indicate that although many separate marshes exist
northeast of Penobscot Bay (in Downeast Maine), with nearly 500 bordering the Bay alone, the
mean marsh area—0.02 km2, or about 5 acres—is about half that of marshes to the southwest
(Jacobson and Jacobson 1989:72–73). That the tax data indicate households with native hay
typically owned 10 or fewer acres suggests marshes in the area were similarly small in the past.
Given the relative paucity of salt marsh combined with the small size of individual
marshes in Downeast Maine, “the potential of salt marsh agriculture remained unfulfilled” (Smith
et al. 1989:273). Despite reclamation efforts, its use remained localized and salt marshes
continued to widely be derided during the 19th century, deemed “sunken uncouth lands,” “plague
breeding swamps,” and “marine wastes” that bore mosquitoes and disease (Smith et al.
1989:277). Fresh meadow was regarded similarly as early as the 17th century. John Smith noted
there was “grass aplenty,” but cautioned that although native grasses “be good and sweet in the
summer, they will deceive your cattle in winter” (Smith cited in Stilgoe 1982:182).
In short, tax valuations document the extent to which settlers cultivated English and
upland mowing rather than fresh meadow or salt marsh, reinforcing the notion of pioneers taming
and transforming the frontier landscape. As settlers cleared, plowed, planted, mowed, manured,
and bounded hay fields, they not only revised the landscape, but also replicated and extended
patterns of land use and enclosure found in Massachusetts proper and elsewhere along the
Eastern seaboard to the frontier.
Pasture and Production
While livestock depended on hay during Maine’s long winter months, settlers put grazing
animals out to pasture and forage for the remainder of the year. As such, the primary difference
between mowing and pasture is that mowing was usually fenced to keep livestock out, lest the
animals consume their hay crops prematurely, whereas pasture was fenced to keep livestock in
(Hubka 2004:82).
Pasture might evoke images of grassy fields with cows munching contentedly, but was
often quite rough, land once cultivated left fallow, overgrown with weeds, sour grass, bayberry
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bushes, and briars, or land too hilly, rocky, or swampy for other uses (Bidwell and Falconer
1925:102; Hubka 2004:82; Rothenberg 1992:226–227; Russell 1982:150). Unless a household
was affluent, pastures were rarely fertilized (Hubka 2004:82). Thus, pasture was appraised at a
lesser value than English and upland mowing in tax valuations; in 1790, records for the town of
Blue Hill reveal that one acre of pasture was worth half as much as one acre of English and
upland mowing, which was usually worth either £2 8s or £2 10s (Porter 1895:108–122).
Using marginal lands for pasture was one of the best ways to render them productive.
One farmer went so far as to say that attempting to “subdue” such lands through cultivation would
“cost the whole value of the farm” and not be worthwhile “till our country shall count as China
does its 270 million souls” (Fessenden 1822–1823:10, also cited in Rothenberg 1992:228). He
observed that “cattle thrive admirably among the rocks and shrubs of stubborn pasture” and
ultimately concluded that it was an “excellent” use of land (Fessenden 1822-1823:10). In fact,
despite varying land quality, Blue Hill tax records indicate that pasture was still worth nearly 50
times more than one acre of unimproved land in 1790 (Porter 1895:108–122). As a result,
although not necessarily characterized by specific vegetation like tillage or mowing, pasture
nevertheless represented a significant and valuable component of the frontier landscape.
Regional Change in Pasture (1792–1811)
As with native hay, Deer Isle was missing pasture-related data for 1792, namely the
number of cows pasture could support. For the four remaining towns with detailed records for
1792 and 1811, the data indicate that pasture acreage more than doubled in that period (Table
5.34). Whether in 1792 or 1811, most households owned pasture, usually 5 or fewer acres
(Figure 5.25). In both years, the same percentage of residents had 6–10 acres, 11–15 acres, and
over 15 acres.
Driving the increase in acreage in these towns was the growing herd of grazing animals.
While grazing animals like sheep were not counted in the tax records, data for cattle, oxen, and
horses provide a benchmark for grazing animal populations on the frontier. By 1811, the number
of animals in these four towns was double that of 19 years before (see Table 5.34).
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As herds grew, the data for these four towns indicate that pasture quality declined
because the number of cows that settlers estimated an acre of pasture in these towns could keep
declined by 20% between 1792 and 1811 (see Table 5.34). While subjective, this estimate—
recorded in tax valuations under the header “cows the same will keep, with the afterfeed [sic] of
the whole farm”—establishes a baseline for pasture carrying capacity since animals besides
cattle relied on grazing. The estimate also effectively serves as a measure of land quality through
Table 5.34: Pasture and production data for four towns with data for 1792 and 1811:
Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and Blue Hill. Deer
Isle is excluded due to lack of “cows will keep” data.
1792

1811

4
413

4
942

1792–1811,
% Change
128%

2,002

4,559

128%

902

1,639

82%

0.45
(1 per 2.22
acres)

0.36
(1 per 2.77
acres)

-20%

1,539

3,187

107%

Category
Number of Towns
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of pasturage, including the
orcharding pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the
afterfeed of the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can
"keep"
Number of grazing animals (horses &
bovines 3 years old and upwards)

Pasture Acreage in 5 Towns in 1792 & 1811
Percent of Households
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Figure 5.25: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers from five towns with data for 1792 and
1811: Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and
Deer Isle.
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time, for increasingly marginal land presumably could support fewer animals than before (Bidwell
and Falconer 1925:102; Rothenberg 1992:227). In this case, the decrease in how many cows one
acre of pasture could support between 1792 and 1811 suggests that land quality decreased,
prompting settlers to enclose the landscape and to create more pasture to sustain larger herds. If
a household with livestock had four cows, for example, they would have needed (on average) at
least 8.88 acres of pasture in 1792 and at least 11.12 acres in 1811. Thus, households would
have needed more land to support younger cattle, oxen, horses, swine, sheep, etc.
Orland (1792–1811)
Within Orland, most households did not own pasture; in 1792, 58% owned none, and by
1811 75% lacked pasture (Figure 5.26). As a result, fewer households owned pasture than
owned tillage or mowing, which is surprising because in most other towns, the percentage of
households with mowing was often comparable to the percentage with pasture since both types
of land were necessary to sustain livestock.
In terms of overall acreage, Orland followed the pattern outlined above. Between 1792
and 1811, the acres of pasture almost quadrupled, increasing from 69 to 267 acres, and the
number of cows one acre of pasture could “keep” dropped by 27% (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.1).
In 1792, one cow required only 1.5 acres according to the tax data, but by 1811 2.12 acres were
necessary, which implies the land quality was degrading.
Households that settled after 1792 owned most of the pasture and were primarily
responsible for the expansion in acreage (61%). Established households, which comprised 16%
of households in 1811, owned 40% of pasture that year (see Table 5.6). Unlike with tillage and
mowing, most mature households lacked pasture in 1792, meaning they improved upwards of 10
acres between 1792 and 1811 (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.17). The jumps in acreage, rather than
reflecting change in the land, might reflect changes in what the assessor defined as pasture. This
would also explain why the percentage of households without pasture was markedly higher than
for mowing, considering that both types of land were integral to sustaining livestock.
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Figure 5.26: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Orland (1792–1811).
Historic Penobscot (1792–1811)
As in Orland, most households in historic Penobscot lacked pasture (Figure 5.27). In
1792, 55% of residents lacked pasture, and by 1811, 65% had none. While households with
pasture in both years typically owned 10 or fewer acres, by 1811 more households had pastures
over 10 acres than before.
With people expanding their pastures and new households arriving, pasture acreage
nearly tripled between 1792 and 1811, rising from 848 to 2,448 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A
1.2). As the number of grazing animals more than doubled, the number of cows one acre of
pasture could keep dropped sharply, by 43%. In 1792, the data indicate one cow could be
supported on 1.88 acres, but by 1811 about 2.6 acres were necessary per cow.
For established households in Penobscot proper, the pasture quality appears to have
deteriorated even more drastically, dropping 54% (see Table 5.8). On average, these settlers
needed 3.22 acres of pasture per cow in 1811, twice as much as in 1792 when about 1.49 acres
would suffice. Most established households increased their pasture size through time such that
the group owned almost a third (32%) of the “new” pasture created after 1792 (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.18). By 1811, they owned a third (33%) of all pasture in town even though they
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Figure 5.27: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in historic Penobscot (including Castine
1811 data) (1792–1811).
constituted only 14% of households.
Sedgwick (1792–1811)
In contrast to Orland and Penobscot, more than 60% of Sedgwick households owned
pasture between 1792 and 1811 (Figure 5.28). Ownership trends changed little through time, with
over a third of households having 1–5 acres of pasture regardless of year. Relatively few
residents had more than 10 acres, especially in 1801.
Overall, pasture acreage expanded by 76% between 1792 and 1811, rising from 478 to
843 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.3). Simultaneously, the number of grazing animals in town
doubled, but the number of cows one acre of pasture could support improved instead of declining
like in Orland and Penobscot.
While tillage acreage primarily expanded before 1801 and mowing mainly expanded after
1801, pasture acreage appears to have roughly paralleled the increase in grazing animals, which
occurred more gradually. Between 1792 and 1801 when the number of grazing animals rose
40%, pasture acreage increased by 28%, and after 1801 when the number of grazing rose by
another 44%, pasture increased by 38%. The data indicate that average pasture quality only
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Figure 5.28: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
declined slightly after 1801 (-7%) but remained basically the same as in 1792. In 1811,
households needed 2.12 acres per cow compared to 2.27 in 1792.
Established residents, who owned 45% of pasture in Sedgwick by 1811, were also able
to support about as many cows on average per acre as in 1792 (see Table 5.10). Since pasture
quality seemingly held steady, this may explain why compared to Penobscot, for example,
relatively few mature households in Sedgwick owned pastures larger than 15 acres (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.19).
Blue Hill (1792–1811)
As in Sedgwick, most Blue Hill households owned pasture (Figure 5.29). At most, in
1811, 44% of residents lacked pasture. Pastures were generally larger than 5 acres. In 1801 and
1811, pastures between 6–10 acres were as common as pastures over 10 acres. Compared to
Sedgwick and other towns already examined, a higher percentage of households owned larger
swaths of pasture in Blue Hill.
In total, Blue Hill settlers maintained 1,001 acres to pasture by 1811, 65% more than in
1792, and the carrying capacity for cattle increased (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.4). Acreage
increased proportionally with the number of grazing animals: between 1792 and 1801 when the
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Figure 5.29: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
number of animals rose by 46%, pasture acreage increased 43%, and after 1801 when the
number of animals rose 16%, pasture acreage increased 15%. In addition to underscoring the
relationship between livestock and pasture acreage, the data confirm that the Blue Hill landscape
changed drastically prior to 1801 since that is when tillage, mowing, and pasture acreage
expanded the most.
Between 1792 and 1801, established households converted the bulk of “new” land to
pasture (62%) and owned 68% of pasture at the turn of the century (see Table 5.12) (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.20). By 1811, they still owned half (53%) of pasture in town, but other families were
responsible for the increase in pasture. On average, pastures belonging to mature households
could support one cow per 2.7 acres in 1811, compared to 3.33 acres in 1792.
Deer Isle (1792–1811)
In Deer Isle, assessors classed 677 acres as pasture in 1792. While people had
converted more land to pasture by 1801 (+59%), the acreage nearly tripled (+191.6%) during the
next decade as the population rose (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.5). Most households with pasture
had 10 or fewer acres (Figure 5.30). Through time, the percentage with larger pastures over 10
acres increased, implying that livestock grazed increasingly large swaths of the island.
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Acres of Pasture: Deer Isle 1792-1811
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Figure 5.30: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
In terms of land quality, no data was collected for 1792, but later data document a
significant dip (-65%) in the average number of cows an acre of pasture will “keep,” or support,
between 1801 and 1811. In 1801, households kept an average of one cow per 2.17 acres, a rate
slightly better than in Concord, Massachusetts in 1771 (Donahue 2004:211). By 1811, however,
the FamilySearch tax records indicate residents needed about 6.25 acres per cow. The MSL data
for 1811 also suggest pasture quality deteriorated, but not to that degree. In total, the MSL
records document 495 cows supported by pasture, which equates to one cow per 4 acres.
Despite the inconsistencies in these tax lists, Deer Isle pasture quality almost certainly did not
improve through time.
Mature households experienced the decline in pasture quality as well, with the number of
cows supported on one acre dropping 69% (see Table 5.14). On average, they needed 6.9 acres
per cow in 1811, compared to 2.17 acres a decade ago. Most households converted more land to
pasture, probably to offset declining quality and accommodate larger herds (Appendix 2, Figure A
2.21).
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Bucksport (1801–1811)
In 1801 and 1811, more than half of households in Bucksport owned no pasture (Figure
5.31). Those who did rarely owned more than 10 acres. Combined, households with pasture had
converted 558 acres by 1801 and 818 by 1811 (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.6). As the acreage
increased by nearly half, the number of grazing animals increased by a third, but the number of
cows one acre could support declined by a third. On the ground, this meant that on average,
households had to allot an extra acre per cow to sustain their herd; 2.7 acres supported one cow
in 1811, but only 1.77 acres had been necessary in 1801.
Pasture quality deteriorated even more for households established by 1801, dropping
39% so that on average, one cow needed 2.8 acres in 1811 (see Table 5.16). Because these
mature households converted 65% of the “new” pasture created between 1801 and 1811, the
data suggest they likely sought to make up for poor pasture quality with quantity (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.22). By 1811, these households owned about two-thirds of pasture in town (67%).
Meanwhile, households established after 1801 owned 267 acres which supported 112 cows, or
on average one cow per 2.39 acres.
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Figure 5.31: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Bucksport (1801–1811).
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Castine (1801–1811)
In Castine as in Bucksport, most households lacked pasture (Figure 5.32). In 1801, 66%
owned none and pastures tended to either be relatively small (less than 5 acres) or large (over 10
acres), rather than in between. By 1811, 80% of residents owned no pasture and pasture sizes
varied, with almost as many people owning large pastures as ones smaller than 10 acres.
With so few households owning pasture by 1811, pasture acreage increased by a mere
5% between 1801 and 1811, rising from 951.5 acres to 999 (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.7). In the
same period, the number of grazing animals rose by a third and the number of cows one acre of
pasture could support declined. In 1811, 3.29 acres of pasture were necessary per cow,
compared to 3.05 acres in 1801.
Over three-quarters of pasture (84.3%) in 1811 was found on farms established for at
least a decade. Instead of being characteristic of every mature farm, many lacked pastures and
only 21 of the 72 households had pasture in 1801 and 1811 (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.23). While in
1801 their pastures could (on average) support one cow on 3.14 acres, by 1811 they needed
3.58 acres per cow (see Table 5.18). In contrast, households established after 1801 needed an
average of 2.32 acres per cow in 1811.
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Figure 5.32: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Castine (1801–1811).
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Ellsworth (1801–1811)
In Ellsworth, nearly three-quarters of households owned no pasture in 1801 (Figure 5.33).
Those who did typically had fewer than 10 acres. By 1811, just over two-thirds lacked pasture
and more households owned larger tracts of pasture than before. Nevertheless, the majority with
pasture still had 10 or fewer acres.
Although many households lacked pasture in both years, pasture acreage climbed by
401% over the course of the decade (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.8). In 1801, tax records indicate
only 70 acres of pasture existed in Ellsworth, whereas by 1811 there were 351 acres. The
number of grazing animals rose 135% in that period, which helps explain the acreage increase,
as does the fact that pasture could typically support fewer cows per acre by 1811.
Established households tripled their pasture acreage between 1801 and 1811 (see Table
5.20), yet only one-fifth of households (n=5) owned pasture in both years, expanding their
acreage through time (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.24). On average, the number of cows supported
per acre dropped by a quarter for these residents. By 1811, households that arrived after 1801
owned most of the pasture (55%) in Ellsworth and converted most of the “new” lands to pasture in
that period (62%), improving 174 acres.

Acres of Pasture: Ellsworth 1801 & 1811
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Figure 5.33: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
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Surry (1811)
Similar to Ellsworth in 1801, 72% of residents in Surry did not own pasture (Figure 5.34).
This is unexpected because the vast majority cultivated hay land that year (82%). As noted
earlier, in towns like Surry where records indicate many people owned hay land but few owned
pastures, the apparent dearth of pasture may result from how the assessor defined the category
rather than an absence of grazing land. In total, according to the tax records, Surry had 224 acres
of pasture, which supported on average one cow per 2.58 acres in 1811 (see Appendix 1, Table
A 1.9). In total, at least 266 grazing animals roamed these lands.
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Figure 5.34: Acres of pasture owned by taxpayers in Surry (1811).
Summary: Pasture and Production
By 1811, pasture accounted for more land in the towns of Deer Isle and Castine than
mowing, which was the dominant type of improved land elsewhere. In general, if people owned
pasture in the study area, it was 10 or fewer acres.
Data for established households in the five towns with records for 1792 and 1811
highlight how people tended to convert more land to pasture through time, as 64% owned more
pasture in 1811 than before (Figure 5.35). While most of those who enclosed additional pasture
added 1–10 acres to their landholdings, a third added over 10 acres. Although pasture acreage
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Change in Pasture Acreage by Established Housholds in
5 Towns: 1792-1811
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Figure 5.35: Histogram of change in pasture acreage among established households
(n=251) in five towns: Orland, Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle (1792–
1811).
increased on many mature farms, households that arrived after 1792 owned most of the pasture
in these five towns in 1811 (57%). Households typically had to expand pastures since pasture
quality “unquestionably deteriorated” through time as grazing animals consumed palatable plants,
making way for weeds, and causing soils to become less fertile and more “sour,” acidic, and
compact (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:102; Cronon 1983:144; Donahue 2004:212; Rothenberg
1992:227).
Despite significant expansion of pasture in towns like Orland and Ellsworth, Deer Isle
possessed the most pasture in 1811 with 1,974.5 acres, which covered roughly 8% of the island’s
landmass (Table 5.35). Penobscot proper ranked second with 1,449 acres, followed by Blue Hill,
Castine, Sedgwick, Bucksport, Ellsworth, Orland, and Surry.
As expected, towns with more pasture in 1811 typically had more grazing animals, but
their pastures could not necessarily support more cows per acre (Table 5.36). Based on the
number of cows that settlers judged one acre of pasture could “keep” in 1811, pasture in
Sedgwick was apparently superior to pasture in neighboring towns, supporting 0.48 cows per
acre, which equates to one cow per 2.1 acres (Table 5.37). Pasture in Orland was of similar
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Table 5.35: Acres of pasture per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Acres of Pasture
1792
1801
No Data
558
69
No Data

1811
818
267

848

No Data

2,448

No Data

No Data

1,449

No Data
478
607

951.5
611
867

999
843
1,001

No Data
No Data
426.5

No Data
70
677

224
351
1,974.5

Table 5.36: Cows supported by pasture per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Cows Supported by Pasture
1792
1801
No Data
315
45
No Data

1811
309
126

456

No Data

754

No Data

No Data

450

No Data
210
191
No Data

313
314
300
No Data

304
402
357
87

No Data
No Data

30
312

127
316*

*Deer Isle records from the Massachusetts Library count 495 cows
quality, supporting one cow on 2.3 acres. The data suggest quality was lower in Bucksport,
Ellsworth, Blue Hill, Penobscot proper, Castine, and Deer Isle. Except for Deer Isle, the average
productivity of frontier pasture was on par with parts of Massachusetts proper; in 1771, 15 inland
towns supported one cow on 1.2–3.4 acres, needing on average 1.9 acres per cow (Donahue
2004:211; Merchant 2010:180, 288). Likewise, pasture capacity in each town except Deer Isle
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was comparable to that of Massachusetts counties in 1801, where on average 2.2–4.8 acres
were required to support one cow (Rothenberg 1992:222–223).
In summary, pasture quality generally declined after 1792 as livestock populations rose
but remained similar to elsewhere in the Northeast. As households devoted more farmland to
pasture to offset the declines, the frontier landscape became more enclosed. Even though people
recognized how livestock grazing stressed pasture over time, many were “too ambitious” and kept
larger herds than they could feed properly (Day 1954:90; Deane 1790:42). While livestock could
usually scrape by on “the meanest, and most bushy pastures” and the “poorest fodder” during the
winter, in his agricultural dictionary Reverend Samuel Deane (1790:42) of Maine urged farmers to
maintain smaller, more robust herds. If herds were smaller and better fed, he believed cattle
would not only “come to their full growth,” but be less “unruly and mischievous through hunger,
learning to leap over fences, or break through them” (Deane 1790:42). If they preferred to keep
larger herds, converting more land to pasture “[signaled] more careful husbandry” because
households then had more land in rotation, such that tillage, for example, could be fallowed as
pasture (Rothenberg 1992:227).
Table 5.37: Average acres needed to support one cow in each town (1792–1811).
Average Acres of Pasture Needed per Cow
Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth

1792
No Data
1.53

1801
1.77
No Data

1811
2.65
2.12

1.86

No Data

3.25

No Data

No Data

3.22

No Data
2.28
3.18
No Data
No Data

3.04
1.95
2.89
No Data
2.33

3.29
2.10
2.80
2.57
2.76

Deer Isle

No Data

2.17

6.25*

*Calculations based on FamilySearch cow and pasture data
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Regardless of what “book farming” recommended, settlers ultimately used their
judgement to design and improve their farms, altering the environment in the process. As one
Massachusetts farmer bluntly noted, “science may give us facts and theories—but good sense
must make the application; and the more knowledge a man has, if he has not judgment to make a
proper use of his information, the wilder and more ruinous will be his projects and calculations”
(italics in original, Fessenden 1822–1823:10).
Unimproved Land
Relative to the whole farmstead, improved lands like tillage and hay represented a small
fraction of the total landholdings since lots were usually around 100 acres (Wasson 1878:10). The
remaining lands was usually classed as woodland, unimproved, or unimprovable. As with
pasture, the line between woodland and unimproved land was often blurry (Merchant 2010:166).
Since assessors did not consistently count woodland acreage separately from unimproved land in
the records I analyzed, unimproved land is the last category considered. Instead of analyzing
percent change in acreage, I focus mainly on histograms to determine whether most taxpayers
had unimproved land at their disposal.
Unimproved land dominated the frontier landscape but was worth far less than improved
land; in 1790 in Blue Hill, tax records reveal one acre of unimproved land was worth 6s, almost 50
times less than one acre of pasture and almost 100 times less than one acre of mowing (Porter
1895:108–122). Although not highly valued in monetary terms, unimproved land provided settlers
with relatively easily accessible firewood and lumber for personal use and export as a “winter
cash crop” (Hubka 2004:83). As such, Deane (1790:105) cautioned farmers that “due regard
should be had to preserving perpetual forest,” for otherwise they would be driven by
“disagreeable necessity” to buy their firewood or go “some miles” in search of it. Unimproved land
was also a valuable as the primary source of fresh land. As people cleared the landscape by
cutting timber and/or burning, they derived more open, arable acreage for gardens, hay, or
pasture in the process (Cronon 1983:144; Merchant 2010:166–167).
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Since land was typically allotted in 100-acre tracts, most pioneer families who improved
their lot would, in theory, have owned less than 100 acres of unimproved land but probably more
than 65 acres, considering that plots of tillage were usually no more than a couple acres, and hay
land and pasture rarely spanned more than 20 acres total.
Regional Change in Unimproved Land (1792–1811)
Across the four towns with unimproved land data for 1792 and 1811—Orland, historic
Penobscot, Sedgwick, and Blue Hill—the amount of unimproved land owned by settlers increased
by a third as the population more than doubled (Table 5.38). The total amount of unimproved land
would have increased as more settlers arrived, making inroads further inland to claim “new” lands
as coastal land became settled and improved. As time progressed, however, a greater
percentage of settlers living in Downeast Maine claimed no unimproved land (Figure 5.36). By
Table 5.38: Unimproved land data for four towns with data for 1792 and 1811: Orland,
historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and Blue Hill.
Category
Number of Towns
Taxpayers (Households)
Acres of Unimproved Land

1792

1811

4
413
53,820.75

4
942
72,693

1792–1811,
% Change
128%
35%

Percent of Households

Unimproved Land Acreage in 4 Towns in 1792 & 1811
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Figure 5.36: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers from four towns with data for
1792 and 1811: Orland, historic Penobscot (including Castine 1811 data), Sedgwick, and
Blue Hill.
188

1811, over a third of households owned none, compared to only 17% in 1792. Likewise, those
who claimed unimproved land increasingly owned less. The amount of unimproved land owned
by these households presumably diminished as they continued to refine their farmsteads and, in
some cases, subdivided and sold their land. In 1792, for example, most settlers who owned
unimproved land had 76–100 acres, but by 1811 only 12% of settlers owned tracts of this size.
Instead, settlers more commonly owned 26–75 acres. More households also owned smaller
tracts measuring 1–25 acres in 1811 than in 1792.
Orland (1792–1811)
In Orland, only one taxpayer lacked unimproved land in 1792 (Figure 5.37). The
remaining 39 taxpayers had unimproved land at their disposal, with just over half owning 51–100
acres. Patterns of unimproved land ownership shifted drastically by 1811, with 55% of
households claiming no unimproved land. Those households with unimproved land typically either
had 26–50 acres or 76–100 acres.
Although most taxpayers lacked unimproved land by 1811, the total acreage that year
was more than twice as high as in 1792, encompassing 8,521 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A
1.1). Most of that land (89%) belonged to residents who had arrived after 1792. Most established
households claimed less unimproved land over time, presumably since they converted these
lands to pasture and other uses (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.25).
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Figure 5.37: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Orland (1792–1811).
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Historic Penobscot (1792–1811)
As in Orland, over three-quarters of settlers in historic Penobscot owned unimproved land
in 1792 (Figure 5.38). Nearly as many households claimed over 150 acres as claimed none, but
the majority held more modest amounts, usually 26–100 acres. By 1811, only half of households
in historic Penobscot had no unimproved land. If they claimed unimproved land, it was usually
less than 75 acres. More residents owned smaller tracts in 1811 than in 1792, as the percentage
with 1–25 acres climbed from 3% to 9%.
In that timeframe, the total unimproved land acreage claimed by households in historic
Penobscot rose by a quarter, from 15,388 to 18,912 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.2).
Established households owned a third (36%) of these lands in 1811. Most had less unimproved
land that year than before, yet some taxpayers added hundreds of acres to their landholdings
(Appendix 2, Figure A 2.26).
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Figure 5.38: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in historic Penobscot
(including Castine 1811 data) (1792–1811).
Sedgwick (1792–1811)
In contrast to Penobscot and Orland, most households in Sedgwick consistently owned
unimproved land between 1792 and 1811 (Figure 5.39). In 1792, 79% of households claimed
unimproved land. While nearly as many had over 150 acres as had none, most claimed
somewhere between 76–100 acres. In 1801, people tended to have smaller tracts of unimproved
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Figure 5.39: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
land than before, with nearly a third now having 26–75 acres. By 1811, an even greater portion
taxpayers owned unimproved land, but smaller tracts became increasingly common. For
example, 13% of residents had 1–25 acres, compared to only 3% in 1801.
Unlike in neighboring towns, unimproved land acreage held steady in 1792 and 1811,
hovering around 14,300 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.3). By 1811, established households
maintained over a third of those lands (42%), with most having less than in 1792 (Appendix 2,
Figure A 2.27).
Blue Hill (1792–1811)
Similar to Sedgwick, only 23% of taxpayers in Blue Hill in 1792 had no unimproved land
(Figure 5.40). Most people had access to 26–100 acres, but nearly 17% had larger tracts,
spanning from a couple hundred acres up to nearly 3,000 in one case.
By 1801, over a third of taxpayers owned more than 100 acres of unimproved land. Many
of these individuals were non-resident proprietors, but the data suggest some residents like
Robert Parker also sought to expand their landholdings through time (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.28).
As some people amassed frontier real estate, the remaining taxpayers concentrated on improving
their lots and typically had 26–100 acres of unimproved land in 1801. All told, 82% of residents in
Blue Hill owned unimproved land in 1801, but the amount varied widely.
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Figure 5.40: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
The percentage of households with unimproved land was comparable in 1811, with most
still having 26–100 acres. Although the portion of households with tracts over 100 acres
decreased between 1801 and 1811, larger tracts were still more prevalent than in 1792. In total,
unimproved land acreage claimed by Blue Hill taxpayers rose by half over the 19-year period,
topping 30,000 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.4). Those who arrived after 1792 owned the
majority (63%) of the property.
Bucksport (1801–1811)
In Bucksport, 42% of taxpayers claimed no unimproved land in 1801 (Figure 5.41). Of
those with unimproved land, most tended to have 26–50 acres or 76–100 acres. By 1811, the
percentage without unimproved land had jumped to 58% and more people owned smaller tracts
of unimproved land than before, typically less than 50 acres. A mere 3% of residents in
Bucksport, or 10 individuals, still claimed more than 100 acres.
Between 1801 and 1811, unimproved land acreage increased by a third (see Appendix 1,
Table A 1.6). By 1811, most of the land (73%) belonged to established taxpayers. The Proprietors
of Buckstown (as Bucksport was previously known) owned the lion’s share of unimproved land in
town (69%), with over 7,000 acres. Aside from a handful of individuals, few expanded their
unimproved holdings over the decade (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.29).
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Figure 5.41: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Bucksport (1801–1811).
Castine (1801–1811)
In Castine, few settlers owned any unimproved land in either 1801 or 1811 (Figure 5.42).
In 1801, 66% of households did not have unimproved land at their disposal. Those with
unimproved land typically claimed less than 75 acres, with only 11% of households having more.
By 1811, over three-quarters of households claimed no unimproved land. If they had unimproved
land, it was usually less than 50 acres. Since relatively few taxpayers owned unimproved or
improved lands like tillage, hay, or pasture, the data suggest most people lacked property and
were probably engaged in trade and other maritime activities, which were integral to the town’s
economy (Coolidge and Mansfield 1859:90; Varney 1881:166-167).
While in other towns more unimproved land acreage was claimed through time, the total
acreage in Castine dropped by about a quarter between 1801 and 1811 (see Appendix 1, Table A
1.7). As in Bucksport, established households owned most of the unimproved land (83%) by
1811. Although their collective acreage did not change much over the decade, on a householdlevel, unimproved acreage rose and fell considerably over the decade (see Table 5.16) (Appendix
2, Figure A 2.30).
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Figure 5.42: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Castine (1801–1811).
Ellsworth (1801–1811)
In contrast to Castine, most Ellsworth taxpayers had access to unimproved land, and
often large quantities (Figure 5.43). Although they typically had less than 100 acres, a fifth owned
over 126 acres. By 1811, the majority still owned unimproved land and plots were typically 100
acres or less like before. Only 11% had larger tracts that year.
In total, unimproved land acreage more than doubled between 1801 and 1811 (see
Appendix 1, Table A 1.8). Few established households expanded their unimproved landholdings
through time (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.31), so settlers who arrived after 1801 owned the majority
(59%) of unimproved lands by 1811.
Deer Isle (1801–1811)
Compared to most towns, a greater portion of settlers in Deer Isle claimed unimproved
land in 1801 (Figure 5.44). In 1801, only six households had no unimproved land. This suggests
unimproved land, like mowing, was ubiquitous and accessible to islanders at the turn of the
century. Typically, households had 26–75 acres of unimproved land.
By 1811, 38% of the taxpayers owned no unimproved land and accordingly, a smaller
percentage had access to unimproved land and its resources. More households owned smaller
tracts than before as well, with 22% claiming less than 25 acres compared to 11% in 1801. The
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Figure 5.43: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
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Figure 5.44: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Deer Isle (1801–1811).
shift likely reflects how the island landscape evolved through time, becoming increasingly
improved as people cleared land and compartmentalized.
Between 1801 and 1811, the amount of claimed unimproved land in Deer Isle rose by a
quarter to about 10,500 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.5). Established households who had
lived in town since 1792 owned about a third (36%) of the property by 1811. Many owned less
unimproved land than in 1801 (Appendix 2, Figure A 2.32).

195

Surry (1811)
In Surry, nearly two-thirds of households claimed unimproved land in 1811 (Figure 5.45).
Together, they owned over 3,000 acres (see Appendix 1, Table A 1.9), with most claiming
somewhere between 26–100 acres. Land ownership patterns thus closely resembled those in the
neighboring town of Blue Hill in 1811, except a smaller percentage of Surry settlers had tracts
larger than 100 acres (13% compared to 29% in Blue Hill).
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Figure 5.45: Acres of unimproved land owned by taxpayers in Surry.
Summary: Unimproved Land
Of all the property examined herein, unimproved land acreage varied the most among
both towns and individual taxpayers. If people owned unimproved land, it usually spanned less
than 100 acres, but occasionally tracts ran hundreds and even thousands of acres. Through time,
however, the histograms demonstrate households generally had less unimproved land at their
disposal. In every town except Sedgwick and Blue Hill, the percentage of taxpayers without
unimproved land was also decidedly higher in 1811 than before.
Data for mature households in the four towns with data for 1792 and 1811 mirror these
broader trends, for more than half of them (57%) owned less unimproved land by 1811.
Unimproved acreage typically fluctuated by 50 or fewer acres during the 19-year period (Figure
5.46). Considering that tillage, mowing, and pasture together encompassed less than 50 acres on
most farms at the turn of the century, the unimproved land data reflect how some households
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gradually converted more of their property to farmland. Likewise, the data underscore how other
established taxpayers prioritized land acquisition over improvement and accumulated vast swaths
of frontier lands through time. Large parcels were especially common in Blue Hill, where in 1801
over a quarter of established taxpayers owned more than 150 acres of unimproved land.
Although a lower percentage of taxpayers overall owned parcels of this size in 1811, Blue
Hill had the most claimed unimproved land with nearly 31,000 acres, followed by Bucksport,
Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, Deer Isle, Orland, Ellsworth, Castine, and Surry (Table 5.39).
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Figure 5.46: Histogram of change in unimproved land acreage among established
households (n=182) in four towns: Orland, Penobscot proper, Sedgwick, and Blue Hill
(1792–1811).
Table 5.39: Acres of unimproved land per town (1792–1811).

Towns
Bucksport
Orland
Historic
Penobscot
Penobscot
Proper
Castine
Sedgwick
Blue Hill
Surry
Ellsworth
Deer Isle

Unimproved Land Acreage
1792
1801

1811

No Data
3,318

11,684
No Data

15,494
8,521

15,388

No Data

18,912

No Data

No Data

15,458

No Data
14,364.75
20,750
No Data
No Data

4,779.5
15,461
20,345
No Data
2,953

3,454
14,330
30,930
3,326
6,842

No Data

8,326

10,485.5
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Discussion and Conclusion
Most frontier lands remained unimproved through 1811, yet the tax valuation data attest
to how settlers modified and improved their lots as they cleared, cultivated, and bounded land at
the turn of the century. In arranging these four types of land, many households likely adopted the
four-field system, which Samuel Deane advocated in his agricultural dictionary (Figure 5.47)
(Hubka 2004:82). He advised that, “when it can conveniently be so ordered, the lots for tillage
should be nearest to the house and barn, to save labour in hauling manure” and because “the
nearer grain is, the less it will shatter out in carting” (Deane 1791:69). Beyond the tillage should
be mowing, “if the soil permits” because “these must be dunged, and their crops carted,” then
pasture, and finally woodlands “farthest of all from the house” (Deane 1791:70). Since woodland
were infrequently documented in the records analyzed here, unimproved lands were likely those
farthest from the home.
The tax data clarify that on farmsteads in the study area, tillage lots were the smallest,
typically encompassing a couple acres (Figure 5.48). On these lands, people grew crops such as

Figure 5.47: Recommended farmstead plan under the four-field system (Hubka 2004:82).
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corn, wheat, potatoes, peas, and flax, but tax valuations primarily lend insight into grain
cultivation. For most towns in the study area, corn was the top crop, “a favorite food for man and
beast” alike (Russell 1982:150). In contrast, wheat became a prevalent and likely lucrative crop
for Bucksport and Orland by 1811, with nearby Castine serving as a hub where wheat and other
goods were smuggled in the early 19th century.
The next building block of a productive frontier farmstead was English and upland
mowing. Households relied on this hay to feed livestock, which essentially “made all the
difference between owning a plot of land and having a working farm” (Anderson 2004:143). In
most cases, households had 10 or fewer acres of mowing between 1792 and 1811 (Figure 5.49).
Few households hayed fresh meadow or salt marsh, and through time native grass comprised a
smaller portion of hay land on the frontier (Figure 5.50).
Pastures, which were located next to mowing in the four-field system, were often similar
in size to hay fields, spanning 10 or fewer acres (Figure 5.51). Of all the land categories, pasture
was perhaps the most apt to be classified differently depending on the assessor since its quality
ranged from fertilized, grassy tracts to rough tracts with brambles and underbrush.
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Figure 5.48: Acres of tillage in the study area (1792–1811).
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Figure 5.49: Acres of mowing in the study area (1792–1811).
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Figure 5.50: Acres of native grass hay in the study area (1792–1811).
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Figure 5.51: Acres of pasture in the study area (1792–1811).
Overall, the tax data reveal parallels between frontier farmstead composition and that of
farmsteads in southern New England. An “ideal” southern New England farmstead in the late 18th
century typically included a half-acre house lot, vegetable garden, and fruit orchard, 4–5 acres of
tillage, 6–13 acres of English and upland mowing, 5–15 acres of pasture, 30–40 acres of
woodlots, and several acres of waste (Eves 2005:113–114). While tax valuations do not provide
data for each of these categories and many frontier residents claimed no improved land
whatsoever, the data indicate that those who owned improved land often managed as much
mowing and pasture as their southern counterparts. Despite having less tillage, most frontier
households probably had greater access to woodland given the prevalence of unimproved land at
the turn of the century (Figure 5.52).
While the histograms indicate farmland composition changed little over time, examining
the data for established households exposes changes in the land and land use at a smaller scale.
For the three towns with data for 1792, 1801, and 1811 (Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle), most
established residents continued expanding their improved landholdings over time, usually by 10
or fewer acres (Figure 5.53). Improvement was an “agonizingly slow, labor-intensive effort” that
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Figure 5.52: Acres of unimproved land in the study area (1792–1811).
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Figure 5.53: Change in improved land acreage for established households in Sedgwick,
Blue Hill, and Deer Isle (n=164). Improved land includes tillage, mowing, and pasture.
required tools, draft animals, and time among other things (Smith 1988:17). On average, a
household could “clear and plant three to seven [additional] acres of land per year,” so some of
these changes may have occurred relatively quickly rather than gradually (Smith 1988:17).

202

As settlers improved the land, they could convert “farmland into crops, crops into cash,
and cash into household furnishings” (Little 1992:12). Compared to production in Massachusetts
proper, the data demonstrate that frontier grain yield per acre was frequently lower, but hay and
pasture production per acre was on par with elsewhere by 1811. Of course, total production
varied within the region, with towns like Deer Isle, Sedgwick, and historic Penobscot consistently
having not only more improved land, but also greater production. While demographics indubitably
played a role in the extent to which town landscapes were transformed through agriculture, the
data supports local histories which portray the frontier landscape as a mosaic of strategies to
maximize production, sustain and maintain harvests, and satisfy tax collectors.
To conclude, tax records provide a partial but detailed glimpse into Downeast Maine’s
agrarian landscape, charting how the environment changed radically as established and new
settlers formed farms at the dawn of the 19th century. Despite their thorough documentation of
landed wealth, they do not capture how access to the coast, with its fish and shellfish, trade, and
shipbuilding activities, would have contributed to household production in Downeast Maine
(Merchant 2010:76). Thus, that few households owned improved land in towns like Castine does
not reflect an intractable and untamable frontier landscape, but rather economic differences within
the region. In the Chapter 6, I explore in more depth how patterns of land tenure vary across the
frontier.
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CHAPTER 6: GEOSPATIAL ANALYSIS OF TAX VALUATION DATA

Building on the previous chapter which uses tax valuation data from 1792, 1801, and
1811 to trace changes in patterns of enclosure across individual farmsteads and regionally, this
chapter integrates the tax data with maps within a Geographic Information System (GIS) to
examine how human activity shaped and was shaped by the Downeast Maine environment at the
dawn of the 19th century. By attaching the tax data to the landscape using georeferenced
historical maps, this chapter attempts to understand variation in frontier land tenure patterns. To
that end, I juxtapose modern farmland, crop, and soil maps to determine how the extent of
enclosure at the farmstead or town level correlates, if at all, with environmental conditions such
as soil type and slope. Were farmsteads and towns with relatively more improved land simply
situated on land more suitable for farming, or were other factors at play?
In what follows, I begin by introducing the challenges of tracing change through time
using maps, which effectively provide a glimpse into past landscapes. Next, I discuss the role of
GIS in archaeology and how this study intersects with current research trends. I then outline my
mapmaking and analytical methods and results. Mapping modern environmental data supports
historical accounts that describe the Downeast Maine landscape as marginal for agriculture, but
also reveals that localized areas to the south along the coast, which were settled first, generally
showed more agricultural promise than northern and interior lands of the study area. Despite
such palpable environmental differences within the region, geospatial analysis of the tax data
suggests that households adopted largely similar farming strategies regardless of where exactly
they lived. Moreover, the data highlight how relatively large, productive farms were not
necessarily confined to the “best” lands, which underscores how factors besides the environment
(e.g., access to wealth, labor, tools, time, landesque capital, inheritance rules, civil unrest,
transport technology) shaped agricultural outcomes and the frontier experience in Downeast
Maine. That some farms in the region were as productive per acre, at least temporarily, as those
in parts of southern New England complicates notions of the intractable frontier environment and
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implies that patterns of enclosure on the frontier may be more similar than different from those in
“core” areas.
Mapping: Issues of Representation and Scale
Whether hand-drawn or digital, maps are necessarily representations of the landscape
designed and collated from a particular perspective. Although people often conceive of the world
“as embedded in the map,” maps are not objective documents comprised of lines and polygons
that simply reproduce geography (González-Tennant 2016:42; Hastrup 2014:212). Instead, maps
are static representations of moving and ever-evolving landscapes that further social, cultural,
political, and colonial agendas (González-Tennant 2016:42; Hastrup 2014:216). As such, they fail
to capture how landscapes, as “embodied” taskscapes, are “perpetually under construction,”
produced through dwelling as humans engage in interlocking activities that “carry forward the
social processes of life” (Ingold 1993:158, 161-162). At best, maps thus offer a glimpse into a
landscape that is being and becoming, and on a practical level orient people to their environment
and landscape elements like political boundaries and transportation routes (González-Tennant
2016:42; Tilley 2008:271).
Besides failing to capture the plastic quality landscapes, maps are partial because their
spatial and temporal scale is typically fixed. As Carole Crumley and William Marquardt (1990:7376, 78) note, an effective scale will reveal patterns in the landscape, but ultimately analyses at
multiple scales are necessary to thoroughly interpret “temporal and spatial connections.” Digital
maps, like those made in GIS programs, better transcend different scales than traditional paper
maps thanks to zooming capabilities, yet they still limit how much viewers can change their
perspective. For example, as a Google Earth user zooms in on Surry, Maine, they may
progressively see a forested landscape crisscrossed by several roads, then streets lined with
homes, and then a house lot before the map becomes blurred. Obscured by the scale are the
carefully planted crops in a garden, fruit trees, stone walls, and other features. In effect, though
users can zoom in and out with digital maps, like paper maps they too fail to reflect how
landscapes are “infinitely variegated in terms of contour, substance, and texture,” possessing a
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“fractal quality” (Ingold 2010:125, cited in Hastrup 2012:148). Given the inherent limitations of
maps, “any claim to exhaustive mapping rests on artificial closure” (Hastrup 2014:213).
GIS and Historical Archaeology
Despite the partiality of mapping projects, GIS has become central to archaeological
research since its first applications in the 1980s. Initially regarded as a simple tool like Microsoft
Excel, archaeologists are increasingly recognizing GIS not just as a program, but as a “practice”
driven by landscape concepts and analysis (González-Tennant 2016:25; Gupta and Devillers
2017:853). Unlike early GIS work, which was largely positivist in approach and environmentally
deterministic, current GIS research often involves mapping quantitative and qualitative data,
integrating multiple perspectives (Bodenhamer 2008:220, 223; González-Tennant 2016:41–42;
Gupta and Devillers 2017:853).
In prehistoric and historical archaeology alike, studies typically employ GIS to (1) create
inventories, (2) conduct geospatial analyses, and (3) make maps and visualize data (GonzálezTennant 2016:24; Gupta and Devillers 2017:853). These applications will likely expand in the
future as more archaeologists commit to being “amphibious,” developing expertise in both
archaeology and GIS, such that GIS becomes a specialization like archaeobotany or
bioarchaeology (González-Tennant 2016:43; Llobera 2011:218). Edward González-Tennant
(2016:24) challenges historical archaeologists in particular to expand GIS applications in the
discipline, as they have access to diverse data including archival documents, archaeological
objects, oral histories, and ethnohistories. He envisions future projects involving participatory GIS
and counter-mapping, immersive qualitative GIS, and computer simulations, and recognizes that
“experimentation, methodological development, and theory building” will ultimately broaden
possibilities further (González-Tennant 2016:41).
In the meantime, most historical archaeologists have integrated GIS into their research
as noted above, primarily relying on it for inventory creation, geospatial analysis, and mapmaking.
Inventories generated in GIS catalog geospatial information from archaeological sites and
facilitate site management and protection. Such databases are used to not only document
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features like stone walls and foundations within a site, but also regionally, with most US states
having comprehensive archaeological and historical site listings (González-Tennant 2016:26).
Through geospatial analysis, archaeological data can be modeled and interpreted in
myriad ways. Most commonly, however, archaeologists conduct cost surface analysis, visibility
analysis, and locational modeling (Chapman 2006; González-Tennant 2016:28; Gupta and
Devillers 2017:860). Cost surface analyses often take the form of Least Cost Path (LCP) models,
which map the path through a landscape that is the least “costly” to traverse given variables
selected by the user (e.g., slope, vegetation, hydrology, time, distance). These models essentially
calculate the path(s) of least resistance based on a friction grid created by the user that quantifies
the cost or effort required to travel through the landscape (Chapman 2006:23; González-Tennant
2016:30; Gupta and Devillers 2017:863; White and Barber 2012:2684). Visibility analyses,
namely viewshed models, also rely on input variables, determining what areas would have been
visible from selected vantage points (Chapman 2006:83-85; González-Tennant 2016:32; Gupta
and Devillers 2017:861; Llobera 2007). Compared to cost surface and visibility analyses which
largely involve LCP and viewsheds, respectively, locational modeling takes many forms. For
example, locational modeling includes predictive modeling, which identifies probable
archaeological site locations, climate change modeling, which helps identify and protect
threatened sites, and settlement pattern analysis (Chapman 2006:103-107; González-Tennant
2016:28). My study builds on locational modeling by exploring settlement and land use patterns
through time. Although many geospatial analyses of precontact settlement patterns exist, they are
less common in historical archaeology (González-Tennant 2016:28).
Intertwined with geospatial analysis is mapmaking and data visualization, the third
primary way historical archaeologists currently utilize GIS. Marcos Llobera (2011:195) defines
visualization as “the mapping (transformation) of data or any sort of information into a
representation that can be perceived” to facilitate “communication, insight, and/or understanding.”
Although sometimes downplayed as simply creating “pretty pictures,” the value of visualizing data
spatially in archaeology cannot be overstated, as mapping often exposes patterns and
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relationships in the landscape not otherwise evident (Gupta and Devillers 2017:853–854). As a
result, historical archaeologists are increasingly attaching historical data, not just archaeological
information, to the landscape through GIS (González-Tennant 2016:33). Here, I link tax data to
historical maps to analyze landscape change across individual farmsteads, towns, and my study
area at large.
In summary, GIS is technically a software, but is best understood as a process through
which to generate, analyze, and interpret geospatial data and patterns. Although maps created
with GIS are necessarily partial, compared to traditional maps they better simulate how the
landscape is a palimpsest, such that GIS users can generate layered data and literally peel back
layers of the landscape at the click of a button. Likewise, users can take existing layers and query
them to produce new layers and data. My project, which unites georeferenced historical maps
with tax data, builds on recent GIS trends in historical archaeology by developing an inventory of
farmsteads and analyzing how patterns of settlement and enclosure evolved through time in the
Downeast Maine region.
Methods
Linking the tax data to historical maps in GIS involved four steps: (1) obtaining historical
maps for each town, (2) georeferencing and digitizing these maps, (3) inputting map attributes
and tax data, and (4) mapmaking, analysis, and interpretation. In theory, the process is
straightforward and easily replicated, but given the flexibility of GIS, the tax data could have been
interpreted and visualized in countless ways. As a result, this section outlines my specific process
and decisions that collectively shaped the ensuing analysis.
Map Retrieval
In total, I examined 10 historical maps of towns in my study area from the Hancock
County Registry of Deeds (HCRD) in Ellsworth, Maine, the Digital Maine Repository
(www.digitalmaine.com), the Maine Historical Society, and the Deer Isle-Stonington Historical
Society. For the town of Bucksport, I used a map drawn by Jonathan Buck in 1790, which I
obtained from Roll 17 on the HCRD website (Figure 6.1). I also used a map of Bucksport
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surveyed by E. Bartlett in 1787, which I obtained from Map Land Office Plan Book 1 (Page 31)
through the Digital Maine Repository website (Figure 6.2). These maps overlap, with the 1787

Figure 6.1: Map of Bucksport by Jonathan Buck in 1790. Image courtesy of the Hancock
Registry of Deeds (HCRD), Ellsworth, Maine, Map Roll 17.

Figure 6.2: Cropped “Plan of Township 1 laid out to David Marsh and others 1762 and
surveyed and planned for the settlers 1787,” by E. Bartlett in 1787. Image courtesy of
Digital Maine Repository, Map Land Office Plan Book 1:31.
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map including primarily coastal lots and the 1791 map encompassing the entire town of
Bucksport. Given the limited geographic coverage, I did not georeference the earlier map, but
treated it as a guide to determine land ownership for some lots because its text was more legible
than the later map. For Orland, I employed two maps from the HCRD (Figure 6.3–Figure 6.4).

Figure 6.3: Map of Orland. Image courtesy of the HCRD, Map Roll 16.

Figure 6.4: “Plan of Township No. 2 or Orland, East of the Penobscot River. Image
courtesy of the HCRD, Map Roll 18.
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The first is from Roll 16 and the second is from Roll 18; neither have specific dates or authors
listed, but both depict the entire town carved into lots, presumably at the end of the 18th century.
Given the degree of overlap between the maps, I used the Roll 18 version for georeferencing
since the lines were clearer but gathered landowner information from both maps. In the few cases
where the maps contradicted each other and listed different landowners for one lot, I selected
whichever name appeared in the analyzed tax lists. For Castine and Penobscot, I purchased and
scanned copies of the six map plates on Roll 13 at the HCRD (Figure 6.5). While no date or
author are listed on the HCRD website, the author may be James Turner, as his name is in the
corner of Plate 1. When I reference these towns throughout the chapter, I generally use
“Castine/Penobscot” rather than individual town names because they comprised Township
Number 3 until Castine separated from Penobscot in 1796 as discussed in Chapter 4.
For analysis of Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Surry, and part of Ellsworth, I used photographs of
maps and map plates taken by Benjamin Carter. The Sedgwick map, comprised of six plates,
dates to 1790 and was made by Daniel Merrill Jr. This map corresponds with that on Roll 14 at
the HCRD (Figure 6.6). The Blue Hill map, which includes four plates, was made in 1789 and
corresponds with the map on Roll 12 at the HCRD (Figure 6.7). For Surry and (part of) Ellsworth,
I used photographs of two maps from the Maine Historical Society (Map F 263 and Map FOS 37)
(Figure 6.8–Figure 6.9). Because the maps encompass Surry and western Ellsworth, I simply
refer to the area as “Surry/Ellsworth” throughout the chapter. These maps, produced in 1880, are
copies of an earlier map of “No. 6—(Surry and a part of Ellsworth)” and align with maps at the
HCRD on Rolls 11 and 12A, respectively. The primary difference between the maps is the
content; Map F 263 includes only the last names of landowners, whereas FOS 37 features
acreage information. Since neither provided sufficient landowner details (typically lacking a full
name for each owner), I determined land ownership based on John Peters’ survey of Surry from
1787–1788. Weston Conner, a graduate of Muhlenberg College who majored in anthropology,
transcribed the survey document and collated the data in Excel.
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Figure 6.5: Map of Castine and Penobscot. Image courtesy of the HCRD, Map Roll 13.
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Figure 6.6: Map of Sedgwick in 1790 by Daniel Merrill Jr., copied by Oscar H. Tripp circa
1880. Image courtesy of the HCRD, Map Roll 14.

Figure 6.7: Map of Blue Hill in 1789, copied by Oscar H. Tripp circa 1880. Image courtesy of
the HCRD, Map Roll 12.
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Figure 6.8: “Copy of Early Surry Map, ca. 1880,” by Oscar H. Tripp. Image courtesy of the
Maine Historical Society, Map F 263.

Figure 6.9: “Copy of Surry and Ellsworth Map, ca. 1880,” by Oscar H. Tripp. Image
courtesy of the Maine Historical Society, Map FOS 37.
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Finally, for Deer Isle, I used a copy of a map from circa 1798 (Figure 6.10). The map,
entitled “Proprietors’ Lots on Deer Island, Maine,” was originally surveyed by John Peters Jr.,
then retraced by Benjamin Lake Noyes of Stonington, Maine in April 1911. I georeferenced a
copy of Noyes’ version, which Hugh B. Frey of Deer Isle made in June 1967 for the Deer IsleStonington Historical Society. This map denotes landowners and sometimes acreage.

Figure 6.10: “The Proprietors’ Lots of Deer Island, Maine, as surveyed by John Peters Jr.,
about the year 1798.” Image courtesy of the Deer Isle-Stonington Historical Society.
215

Georeferencing and Digitization
These maps were georeferenced in QGIS, an open-source GIS program, using the
Georeferencer plugin. I georeferenced the map of Deer Isle and Weston Conner georeferenced
the remaining town maps, graciously sharing and giving me permission to use the files here. To
align and georeference the maps, we used a modern town parcel shapefile (titled “Maine Parcels
Organized Towns” from January 8, 2020) from the Maine GeoLibrary as a guide, for historical
boundaries and divisions frequently endured in the landscape. After placing control points on
features that could be confidently identified in historical maps and the modern landscape, we
used the transformation type Thin-Plate Spline to complete the georeferencing process.
Following georectification, Conner and I digitized the map features in QGIS by creating
shapefiles and tracing the historic property boundaries (Figure 6.11). Conner digitized the maps
for Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and the coastal lots for Surry, while I digitized Bucksport, Orland, Castine
and Penobscot, Deer Isle, and the inland lots for Surry. Instead of tracing the coastline manually,
I copied and modified shapefiles with the modern town boundaries to increase efficiency and
accuracy of digitization. I also continued to use the modern land parcel layer to help align the
historic parcels during digitizing, especially in cases where the historical maps were warped
through the georeferencing process. Of all the towns, the maps for Orland and Surry were
perhaps the most difficult to reconcile with the landscape, and the Deer Isle map was the least
distorted. Given the varying degrees of distortion, I avoided analyses that required calculating the
length or area of the parcels in QGIS.
Inputting Map Attributes and Linking Tax Data to the Landscape
While digitizing the historic parcels, we assigned unique identification (ID) numbers to
each in the attribute table in GIS. For Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and part of Surry, Conner assigned
five-digit IDs, with the first digit reflecting the township number, the second indicating which
division the lot was part of (lots were often created in series), and the final digits denoting the lot
number noted on the map or survey. For example, the ID for lot 23 in the first division in Sedgwick
(Township Number 4) would be “41023.” For the several maps I digitized, which generally did not
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Figure 6.11: Map of historic towns and parcels (lots) in the study area based on
georeferencing and digitizing historical maps. Source: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap.
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list division numbers and sometimes lacked lot numbers, I assigned five-digit IDs randomly in
sequence, but continued having the first digit reflect the township number. I also created columns
for other map attributes, including the landowner’s name and acreage as indicated on each of the
maps consulted.
To tie the tax data from 1792, 1801, and 1811 to the historical maps, I copied the
Individual ID for people listed in the tax records into the attribute table in GIS if that individual was
named as a landowner on the map. In Excel, I then selected which tax data to display spatially,
saved the data as a comma-separated values (CSV) file, and joined the CSV file with the map
attribute table in QGIS based on the Individual ID.
Mapmaking and Data Interpretation
To present and analyze the historic tax data spatially in GIS, I created maps that depict
farmstead attributes, including land acreage and yield per acre. More specifically, I mapped data
examined in the previous chapter: tillage acreage and grain yield per acre, English and upland
mowing (or “mowing”) acreage and hay yield per acre, and pasture acreage and how many cows
could be supported per acre for each household by year. I focus on yield per acre, as opposed to
total production, so that I can compare production rates through time regardless of farmstead
size.
To help assess change in the landscape and productivity through time, I used the Field
Calculator tool in QGIS to determine whether land acreage or production increased, decreased,
or held steady between 1792 and 1801, and between 1801 and 1811, and mapped the results.
These maps help visualize general trends in the data, while maps with farmstead attributes offer
more detailed insight into acreage and yield across the study region through time. Finally, I made
summary maps that depict the total acreage of “improved” land per household, including tillage,
mowing, and pasture. These maps are useful to compare farmstead size through time and
whether farmsteads in one town were typically larger than in others.
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Challenges of Linking Tax Data to Historical Maps
The process of linking tax data to historical maps proved complicated due to the
limitations of maps and tax documents. As discussed in Chapter 5, detailed tax records from
1792, 1801, and 1811 were not available for each town in the study area. Most maps pre-date the
tax lists analyzed, so landowners listed in maps are sometimes missing from tax lists because
they had bequeathed or sold their property prior to 1792. More often, taxpayers named in the tax
records are not included in the maps. Rather than indicating absence, these taxed individuals
may be missing from maps because they were not among the first proprietors or settlers, having
arrived later, or perhaps having been “squatters” on an otherwise vacant lot of land. As a result,
the GIS maps analyzed here are limited but as comprehensive as possible considering the data
available, representing a sample of frontier farmsteads and lending a partial glimpse into land
tenure patterns.
In the future, using deeds or survey records to determine parcel location, dimensions,
and ownership and integrating these datasets with the map data presented here would help more
completely represent the tax data in GIS. While deeds and survey records were some of the most
precise of their time, I opted to georeference historical maps in this project because they provide
broader geographic coverage than deeds or surveys, which typically outline one lot at a time
(Bodenhamer 2008:226). Moreover, inconsistencies in record-keeping—like when a surveyor
notes that a parcel “runs to the shore” or to “William Foster’s stone wall” instead of providing the
metes and bounds—would make digitizing these lots labor-intensive and difficult (Bodenhamer
2008:226).
Linking tax data to historical maps in GIS was also challenging because landowners
frequently claimed more than one lot. While some individuals owned several contiguous parcels,
others owned lots that were dispersed across the frontier landscape. In the town of Orland, for
instance, proprietor William Dall owned 37 lots according to the undated map on Roll 16 at the
HCRD, likely beginning with one lot and acquiring extra lots through later purchases. Likewise,
maps suggest that individuals like Jonathan Buck, Esquire owned property in several towns.
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Although an individual may have owned land in multiple towns, I only linked tax data to a lot if the
owner was listed in that town’s tax records to avoid conflating individuals with the same name (for
example, genealogical research indicates the Peter Harriman listed in Orland’s records was not
the same Peter Harriman listed in Sedgwick’s). In the case of Jonathan Buck, I connected his
data to lots in Bucksport, but not parcels in Orland bearing his name because he was only listed
in the Bucksport tax records. As a result, the maps presented here may not fully reflect the
permeability of town boundaries and how dispersed one person’s lots could be. Additional
research would be necessary to connect individuals and tax data from one town to another
records.
In cases where people owned multiple lots within a single town, I tied the tax data
associated with those individuals to each parcel they owned in that town. I attached data to each
lot because the maps and documents I consulted do not clarify exactly how people inhabited,
used, or modified their landholdings. Consequently, the GIS maps technically overrepresent
farmstead attributes like improved land acreage since all lots belonging to an individual reflect
his/her total property holdings, not merely improvements on that specific parcel. For example, if
an individual owned five lots and 10 total acres of pasture, then each lot he/she owned is coded
to reflect the possibility that 10 acres of pasture may have been on the premises.
Land Quality Analysis
To better interpret patterns in the data— for example, why farmsteads in one area might
be larger, or have more pasture—I also examined spatial data from the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) via the Web Soil Survey
(WSS) website (Soil Survey Staff 2020). I downloaded and modeled data for farmland
classification, the National Commodity Crop Production Index (NCCPI), and soil pH for the
historic towns.
Because soils “integrate long- and short-term history,” the contemporary landscape
conditions are necessarily different from those in the past, yet they should be broadly analogous
(Yesilonis et al. 2016:88). For example, aspects like slope and the approximate location of soil
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types generally remain similar through time and are less mutable than soil chemical and physical
attributes, which can profoundly change with shifting land use strategies (Kolb 2017:15; Yesilonis
et al. 2016:83). As a result, modern data derived in part from less mutable characteristics, such
as farmland classification and NCCPI data, can lend insight into the agricultural potential of the
historic Downeast Maine environment.
Although soil pH can fluctuate quickly depending on anthropogenic and other factors,
these data arguably can also shed light on past conditions in this specific context because clayey
and loamy soils dominate much of the study region, especially along the coast (Ferwerda et al.
1997:16, 20). Clay, as a “well-buffered” soil type, is “more resistant to pH change,” so in theory
soil pH may have changed less drastically through time in this region and thus be more
comparable between the late 1700s and today (Allen 2015). While using modern soil pH as a
general proxy for the past is hardly ideal even in clayey soils, I decided the data was worth
examining because regional histories specifically indicate that acidic soils, among other factors,
significantly hampered Downeast agriculture (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Day 1954:51; Eves
2005:42). As such, in what follows, I outline the spatial trends in the soil pH, potential crop
productivity, and farmland datasets to provide environmental context for the historical tax data
analysis.
Farmland Analysis
For the farmland classification data, land in the study area was either classified as “prime
farmland,” “farmland of statewide importance,” or “not prime farmland” based on a combination of
physical, chemical, and landscape characteristics such as slope, pH, water supply, soil
permeability, and climate. Prime farmland, which was defined as a category in the 1970s, exhibits
the best features for producing “food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops” and remains
“available” for agriculture (i.e., not covered in water, urban, or developed) (Important Farmlands
Inventory 1978:4032). Accordingly, prime farmland the “soil quality, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to sustain high yields of crops when treated and managed” with a
generally “favorable temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable
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salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks” (Important Farmlands Inventory 1978:4032).
Farmland of statewide importance has similar attributes to prime farmland, generally including
lands designated by state agencies that almost fulfill but fall slightly short of the criteria for prime
farmland (Important Farmlands Inventory 1978:4033). Not prime farmland is all land not
designated as either prime farmland or farmland of statewide importance, presumably due to
factors like low soil pH, rockiness, steep slope, which can cause erosion, poor drainage, and poor
water supply.
The farmland classification data confirm that most land within the study area today is not
prime farmland (Table 6.1). Of all the historic towns, what was Castine/Penobscot has the highest
percentage of prime farmland and/or farmland of statewide importance (25.3%), followed by
Orland, Bucksport, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, Surry/Ellsworth, and Deer Isle. In terms of distribution,
mapping the data reveals that local prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance—areas
with “good” farmland, in other words—are predominantly coastal (Figure 6.12). Since
Euroamericans typically colonized the coastline first, they effectively also occupied the lands most
amenable to farming.

Land
Class

Bucksport

Orland

Castine /
Penobscot

Sedgwick

Blue Hill

Surry /
Ellsworth

Deer Isle

Table 6.1: Percentage of prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, and not prime
farmland in the study area. Based on USDA NRCS Farmland Classification data (Soil
Survey Staff 2020).

Total
Study
Area

Prime
Farmland

6.2%

4.0%

5.6%

1.8%

4.1%

2.1%

4.2%

4.1%

Farmland of
Statewide
Importance

14.1%

17.7%

19.7%

15.1%

12.5%

12.3%

7.0%

14.5%

Not Prime
Farmland

79.8%

78.3%

74.7%

83.0%

83.5%

85.6%

88.8%

81.4%
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Figure 6.12: Map of farmland in the study area. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap
and USDA NRCS, Farmland Classification (2020).
Mapping also reflects how good farmland is more prevalent in the towns in the western
half of the study area—Castine/Penobscot, Orland, and Bucksport—which are located at the
mouth of the Penobscot River. The data indicate that land is more suitable for farming in the
southern mainland towns, as the proportion of prime to not prime farmland decreases
progressively moving north. In the eastern half of the study area, for example, the southernmost
town of Sedgwick has the highest percentage of ideal farmland, followed by Blue Hill and
Surry/Ellsworth, which are to the northeast. The same pattern holds for the western mainland
towns. Compared to the mainland towns, little farmland in Deer Isle is prime. Nevertheless, the
prime lands are distributed like on the mainland, being concentrated along the coastline and on
the northern and western half of the island.
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Potential Crop Productivity Analysis
Compared to the farmland classification, which essentially functions as a binary by
categorizing land either as “good” farmland or not, the National Commodity Crop Productivity
Index (NCCPI) offers a more granular perspective on inherent land quality. Specifically, the
NCCPI ranks land’s “inherent productivity” regardless of current use on a 0.01 to 1.00 scale (low
to high) for crops such as corn, wheat, barley, and cotton (Soil Survey Staff 2020). Incorporating
much of the same criteria as the farmland classification (e.g., slope, water supply, soil physical
and chemical properties), the NCCPI quantifies agricultural potential by differentiating less
“favorable” zones from areas where “good yields and moderately low risk of crop failure can be
expected” without irrigation (Soil Survey Staff 2020). As a result, the NCCPI can clarify how
agrarian prospects in Downeast Maine may have varied by town and compared to elsewhere in
the US.
The data confirm that overwhelmingly, land in these Downeast Maine towns is of low or
marginal quality for crop production; 72% of lands in the study area rated between 0.028–0.4 on
the NCCPI scale (Table 6.2). While all towns are characterized by suboptimal agricultural land,
potentially productive land is most prevalent in Castine/Penobscot, with 38% of lands ranking

Rating

Bucksport

Orland

Castine /
Penobscot

Sedgwick

Blue Hill

Surry /
Ellsworth

Deer Isle

Table 6.2: National Commodity Crop Production Index ratings for study area. Based on
USDA NRCS NCCPI data (Soil Survey Staff 2020).

Total
Study
Area

Low
(0.01-0.2)

19.3%

17.3%

6.7%

10.2%

9.9%

3.3%

25.9%

12.3%

Marginal
(0.2-0.4)

56.9%

56.7%

55.4%

62.2%

70.5%

66.7%

47.5%

59.9%

Moderately
(0.4-0.6)

11.9%

13.9%

19.6%

15.1%

15.7%

22.0%

20.0%

16.8%

Moderately
High
(0.6-0.8)

12.0%

12.2%

18.4%

12.4%

3.9%

8.0%

6.5%

10.9%

Note: Min = 0.028, Max = 0.684
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between 0.4–0.651 as moderate or moderately high quality. Castine/Penobscot thus not only has
the highest percentage of prime farmland and/or farmland of statewide importance, but also the
highest percentage of potentially productive land.
Like the farmland data, mapping the NCCPI data indicates variation in land quality
between the western and eastern towns, and between coastal and inland areas (Figure 6.13).
The highest quality lands in the study area—ranked “moderately high” and scoring between 0.6–
0.8—are most common along waterways in Castine/Penobscot, Orland, and Bucksport (see
Table 6.2). With the exception of Sedgwick, less than 10% of land in each eastern town is
considered above average, and mapping reveals these lands are primarily coastal. The NCCPI
data for Deer Isle demonstrate that the northern half the island affords better agricultural

Figure 6.13: Map of National Commodity Crop Production Index ratings in the study area.
Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and USDA NRCS, NCCPI (2020).
225

prospects than the southern half, a view echoed by 19th-century historians (e.g., Coolidge and
Mansfield 1859:103-104; Varney 1881:196) and by the farmland analysis presented above.
Soil pH Analysis
The soil pH data largely mirrors patterns already discussed for the NCCPI and farmland
data. This makes sense considering that soil pH was a factor considered in these other
classification systems; however, it also confirms the observations that soil pH was a particular
problem (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Day 1954:51; Eves 2005:42). Overall, land in the study area is
acidic with a pH below 7.0 (Table 6.3). Most soils have a pH between 4.0–5.0. Compared to other
towns, more acidic soils dominate historic Bucksport and Orland, with over 90% of each town’s
soil having a pH below 6.0. Meanwhile, between 13–22% of soils in the other towns have a pH
over 6.0. Mapping demonstrates that inland areas typically have lower pH values, usually
between 4.0–5.0, whereas coastal areas are more apt to have relatively less acidic soils with a
pH over 5.0 (Figure 6.14).
For most crops like corn, barley, wheat, rye, and oats that would have been cultivated on
the frontier, these pH values are below the recommended pH, which varies by crop but is usually
6.0 or higher and necessary for optimal growth and production (Donahue 2004:207; Shober et al.
2019). The pH values are also generally below the critical pH of 5.5 for such crops, except along
the coast. The critical pH is the maximum pH value at which adding nutrients (e.g., lime) will

Soil pH

Bucksport

Orland

Castine /
Penobscot

Sedgwick

Blue Hill

Surry /
Ellsworth

Deer Isle

Table 6.3: Soil pH within study area. Based on USDA NRCS data (Soil Survey Staff 2020).

Total
Study
Area

4.0-5.0

75%

72%

61%

69%

73%

66%

72%

69%

5.0-6.0

18%

22%

21%

16%

15%

15%

7%

17%

6.0-7.0

7%

6%

18%

15%

13%

19%

22%

14%

7.0-7.5

0%

0%

0.01%

0%

0%

0%

0.03%

0.004%

Note: Min = 4.0, Max = 7.5
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Figure 6.14: Map of soil pH in the study area. Sources: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap and
USDA NRCS, Soil pH (2020).
improve production. Importantly, this critical pH is even higher for grasses like timothy and clover
that comprised English and upland mowing than for crops like grains (Shober et al. 2019).
Summary
Overall, the data indicate that without intervention (e.g., manuring, liming), most soils in
the study area today are not ideal for agriculture by the USDA NRCS metrics. By extension, this
implies these lands were not ideal for farming in the past as most baseline attributes are unlikely
to have changed significantly in 300 years. The data thus at once corroborate and are supported
by historical accounts discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 that describe the marginal quality of frontier
lands.
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While the data broadly contribute to the notion of the marginal frontier environment,
mapping the data reveals that not all areas were equally marginal for agriculture. In fact, the data
rather clearly demonstrate that if a person wished to establish an 18th-century style farmstead to
cultivate crops and raise livestock, and land quality were their primary concern, then the
farmstead would be best situated along the coast in a town like Castine/Penobscot or Orland.
Conversely, the data suggest inland and northern areas would likely have been more difficult to
cultivate, as they were typically not comprised of prime farmland, had poor NCCPI ratings, and
had lower soil pH.
Although the environment alone did not determine agricultural success on the frontier,
Euroamericans necessarily operated within its parameters. If households adjusted their farming
strategies to fit their specific circumstances, then evidence should be visible through the
geospatial tax data analysis. In towns with little prime farmland and low NCCPI ratings, for
instance, Euroamericans may have pursued more extensive farming strategies, expanding fields
since the soils would likely have been depleted faster, or perhaps relied more heavily on
pasturing livestock.
Geospatial Analysis of Tax Valuation Data
In total, georeferencing and digitizing the historical maps for the study area generated
over 1,700 parcels to which I could attach tax data. Of those lots, I attached data to 730 lots
(Figure 6.15), which were owned by 375 individuals. The majority of individuals owned one lot on
the frontier or two, but a handful of individuals claimed more, especially in Orland, Sedgwick, and
Blue Hill (Table 6.4). Since parcels were usually 100 acres, some people owned hundreds and
even thousands of acres of land on the frontier. William Dall, the proprietor mentioned earlier,
owned the most lots in the study area, with 37 distributed throughout Orland, followed by
Benjamin Friend in Sedgwick with 21, John Peters and Peter Parker in Blue Hill with 16 lots each,
and Robert Parker in Blue Hill with 14. Tax data for such individuals with multiple lots is
overrepresented in the GIS maps for these towns as noted earlier because I ascribed the data to
each lot they owned.
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Figure 6.15: Map of study area and lots for which tax data is available for 1792, 1801,
and/or 1811.
In terms of geographic coverage, mapping confirms that more coastal than inland lots
have tax data attached, especially in Bucksport, Castine/Penobscot, and Surry/Ellsworth,
because interior parcels were more often unclaimed and thus lacked ownership information on
the maps (Figure 6.16). In terms of temporal coverage, mapping the tax data by year highlights
not only gaps in the archival dataset (i.e., which records I obtained for each town), but also the
longevity of frontier households. Given that the historical maps generally predate the tax records,
if households were named in maps and taxed in 1792, 1801, and 1811 or in 1792 and 1811, then
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Table 6.4: Number of original lots owned by the 375 individuals who were listed on maps
and in tax records.
Number of Lots Owned by Individuals
Number of
Lots

Number of
Individuals

Percent of
Individuals

Towns

1
2

264
57

70.4%
15.2%

All
All

3
4
5
6
7
8

19
6
9
6
1
2

5.1%
1.6%
2.4%
1.6%
0.3%
0.5%

All
Sedgwick, Blue Hill
Bucksport, Orland, Sedgwick, Blue Hill
Orland, Sedgwick, Blue Hill
Orland
Sedgwick

9
10
11
14
16
21

1
1
4
1
2
1

0.3%
0.3%
1.1%
0.3%
0.5%
0.3%

Blue Hill
Orland
Sedgwick, Blue Hill
Blue Hill
Blue Hill
Sedgwick

37

1

0.3%

Orland

they owned and likely occupied their lots for at least two decades, if not longer. These
properties—located in Orland, Castine/Penobscot, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle and shaded
in turquoise and purple—have the most robust archival data in the study area and thus can offer
the most detailed insight into landscape change at the dawn of the 19th century (see Figure
6.16). As such, my discussion revolves primarily around these towns. Lots shaded in orange and
green have the next best temporal coverage, with orange lots representing data from 1792 and
1801 and green lots representing data from 1801 and 1811. Finally, lots shaded in primary
colors—red, yellow, and blue—represent data from a single year, as they were owned by
individuals who were taxed only once in 1792, 1801, or 1811. While a yellow-colored lot might
reflect an individual temporarily residing in Sedgwick in 1801, for example, worth noting is that
parcels in Bucksport, Surry, and Ellsworth are necessarily yellow, blue, or green because the tax
data dates to 1801 or later.
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Figure 6.16: Map of study area and lots shaded based on years for which tax data is
available for the landowner.
Tillage and Grain Production
Modeling the data by year illustrates that in 1792, most mapped farmsteads contained 2
or fewer acres of tillage (Figure 6.17). Households cultivating more than 2 acres primarily
occupied lots along the coast or other waterways in Castine/Penobscot, Sedgwick, and Blue Hill.
Only three households cultivated over 6 acres of tillage and all were in western
Castine/Penobscot.
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Figure 6.17: Map of tillage acreage in 1792.
In 1801, these three households in Castine/Penobscot cultivated less tillage than before
(4–6 acres). Nevertheless, these settlers and their immediate neighbors still managed more
tillage than most in the region in 1801 (Figure 6.18). In this year, households in Sedgwick and
Blue Hill commonly cultivated either less than 2 acres or 2–4 acres, but rarely more while those in
Bucksport, southern Castine/Penobscot, and Deer Isle typically maintained less than 2 acres of
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Figure 6.18: Map of tillage acreage in 1801.
tillage in 1801. By 1811, most families on the mainland managed less than 2 acres of tillage, but
some (primarily in Castine/Penobscot and Sedgwick) cultivated larger tracts than before, usually
2–4 acres (Figure 6.19). In Deer Isle, however, the majority expanded their tillage in the decade
after 1801 and had 2–4 acres.
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Figure 6.19: Map of tillage acreage in 1811.
In terms of crops, households typically planted grains like corn, barley, wheat, rye, and
oats on tillage (Rothenberg 1992:318). They also planted crops like potatoes and flax, but tax
assessors did not consistently document them. Mapping the grain yield per acre by year
illustrates that grain production peaked in 1801. In 1792, households typically harvested 1–10
bushels per acre, regardless of where they lived (Figure 6.20). By 1801, harvesting fewer
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Figure 6.20: Map of grain yield per acre of tillage in 1792.
than 5 bushels per acre was uncommon and more households reaped 10–15 bushels per acre
than before (Figure 6.21). Such yields, low by modern standards, were comparable to those of
farms in parts of Massachusetts proper (e.g., Concord, 1749–1850) (Donahue 2004:205;
Rothenberg 1992:222). By 1811, however, grain production had declined. More households in
each town, except in Blue Hill, harvested 1–5 bushels when compared with a decade earlier
(Figure 6.22). While some households maintained and improved grain production per acre
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Figure 6.21: Map of grain yield per acre of tillage in 1801.
between 1801 and 1811, especially in Blue Hill, most did not. Relative to places the Northeast
with “good” soil, their yields were well below the average yield per acre for maize (20–25
bushels), wheat (15–20 bushels), and rye (10–15 bushels) at the dawn of the 19th century
(Bidwell and Falconer 1925:101).
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Figure 6.22: Map of grain yield per acre of tillage in 1811.
Summary
Overall, mapping the tax data indicates that households who owned tillage typically
cultivated no more than 4 acres regardless of year or location. By comparison, an “ideal” southern
New England farmstead in the late 1700s typically included 4–5 acres of tillage, among other
lands (Eves 2005:113–114). Although frontier farmsteads often had less tillage than farms
elsewhere in New England, mapping underscores how between 1792 and 1801, households
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across Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle frequently expanded their tillage and improved grain
production per acre (Figure 6.23). Mapping also reveals that the yield per acre increased for
several households in northeastern Deer Isle and southern Sedgwick where tillage acreage held
steady, which suggests these settlers successfully intensified grain production as they refined
their farms.
After 1801, settlers that converted more land to tillage less often improved grain yields in
the process (Figure 6.24). In Deer Isle, for example, most households either maintained or
increased their tillage acreage between 1801 and 1811, but several (n=9) increased their average
grain production per acre. While the decline in grain yield for farms in Deer Isle and elsewhere
could imply the land was becoming depleted by 1811 and unable to sustain previous production
levels, the yield per acre could also drop if residents diversified their crops over time, planting
more non-grains like potatoes, struggled with crop infestations and blights, or converted less
optimal lands to tillage. Likely a combination of these factors caused yields to drop.

Figure 6.23: Maps comparing change in tillage acreage and grain yield per acre between
1792 and 1801.
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Figure 6.24: Maps comparing change in tillage acreage and grain yield per acre between
1801 and 1811.
Mowing and Hay Yield
Mapping indicates that most households in the sample owned 20 or fewer acres of
English and upland mowing in 1792 (Figure 6.25). In fact, no mapped households in Orland or
Deer Isle cultivated hay fields larger than 20 acres. The largest hay fields in the sample, which
measured 30–40 acres, were in Castine/Penobscot and Blue Hill.
For 1801, mapping illustrates that hay fields continued to be similar in size across the
region (Figure 6.26). Although most people still hayed fewer than 20 acres of mowing, data for
households taxed in both 1792 and 1801 indicate many made incremental improvements to their
fields in that timeframe. Mapping also demonstrates how several households in
Castine/Penobscot and Blue Hill bucked the trend, expanding their hay fields by 10 or more
acres. Robert Parker of Blue Hill increased his mowing acreage the most, cultivating 30 additional
acres in 1801 and thus nearly doubling the size of his hay fields within a decade.
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Figure 6.25: Map of English and upland mowing acreage in 1792.
By 1811, mowing fields of 20 or fewer acres were still the norm (Figure 6.27), yet the data
again suggest that households generally continued expanding their mowing acreage
incrementally between 1801 and 1811. In particular, settlers living in northeastern Deer Isle had
larger tracts of mowing than before, spanning over 20 acres, as did others in southern
Castine/Penobscot and throughout Sedgwick. In contrast, residents in Blue Hill who previously
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Figure 6.26: Map of English and upland mowing acreage in 1801.
maintained relatively large tracts of mowing, like Robert Parker, had less in 1811 than in 1801.
In terms of production, hay yield rarely exceeded one ton per acre of mowing between
1792 and 1811 for the mapped households. In 1792, most settlers in Castine/Penobscot and Blue
Hill harvested 0.75–1.0 tons of hay per acre on average (Figure 6.28). Those in Orland,
Sedgwick, and Deer Isle typically harvested less, usually 0.25–0.5 tons per acre in Sedgwick
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Figure 6.27: Map of English and upland mowing acreage in 1811.
and 0.5–0.75 tons in Orland and Deer Isle.
By 1801, production had generally improved for Sedgwick households, with most
harvesting 0.75–1.0 tons of hay per acre (Figure 6.29). Elsewhere, yield generally declined
between 1792 and 1801. In Blue Hill, yields dipped below 0.75 tons per acre for some residents,
and in Deer Isle, yields were often lower than in 1792, except for households along the
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Figure 6.28: Map of hay yield per acre of English and upland mowing in 1792.
northeastern shore. For example, households in southern and northern Deer Isle that previously
harvested 1–2 tons per acre reaped 0.75 tons per acre or less in 1801. Despite these changes,
the hay yield in frontier towns was generally close to or on par with that of six counties in
Massachusetts, where the yield per acre in 1801 ranged from 0.51–0.99 tons per acre and
averaged 0.78 tons (Bidwell and Falconer 1925:105).
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Figure 6.29: Map of hay yield per acre of English and upland mowing in 1801.
By 1811, households in northern Deer Isle had improved their yields, often harvesting
0.75–1.0 tons per acre, roughly as much as mainland residents (Figure 6.30). While most
mainland residents harvested nearly a ton of hay per acre, those in Sedgwick frequently had
lower production rates, usually between 0.25–0.75 tons per acre. Because production per acre
did not increase or decrease uniformly across the study region in either 1801 or 1811, the
weather is probably not primarily to blame for declining hay yields as noted in Chapter 5.
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Figure 6.30: Map of hay yield per acre of English and upland mowing in 1811.
Summary
When considered together, the mowing acreage and production data offer insight into
farming strategies on the frontier. Between 1792 and 1801, most Deer Isle households living
along the western shore of the island expanded their hay fields, but nearly all experienced
declining yields per acre (Figure 6.31). This suggests households may have converted more
marginal lands to English and upland mowing, causing production to drop, or attempted to offset
245

Figure 6.31: Maps comparing change in mowing acreage and hay yield per acre between
1792 and 1801.
already declining yields by expanding their fields. Extensive farming, which relies on a continuous
supply of fresh land, is not sustainable in the long term, but was feasible for at least a generation
of frontier households who had ample land at their disposal (Donahue 2004:21-23).
On the mainland, households in Blue Hill apparently experienced similar production
challenges. As some expanded their hay fields and production per acre between 1792 and 1801,
others, especially along the coast, expanded their fields but not yields, experiencing diminishing
returns. Meanwhile, the data indicate that households in eastern Sedgwick that either maintained
or decreased the size of their hay fields often managed to sustain and even improve production.
After 1801, comparing changes in mowing acreage and yield reveals that most Sedgwick
households expanded their hay fields, but did not sustain their yields (Figure 6.32). The only other
town where hay field size grew overall but production declined was Bucksport. In the neighboring
towns of Castine/Penobscot, Blue Hill, and Surry/Ellsworth, the relationship between field size
and production was variable, with little spatial patterning. In Deer Isle, however, most households
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Figure 6.32: Maps comparing change in mowing acreage and hay yield per acre between
1801 and 1811.
that cultivated more mowing in 1811 also harvested more hay per acre than before.
Overall, geospatial analysis illustrates that farmland composition in terms of mowing
acreage was similar across the study region. Regardless of year or location, most households
cultivated 20 or fewer acres and harvested one ton or less per acre. Through time, most
households expanded their fields, but larger hay fields were not necessarily more productive per
acre. By the early 19th century, many households were likely working harder to maintain rather
than improve their farmstead’s production.
Pasture and Cows “Will Keep”
Mapping pasture for 1792 indicates that most households had fewer than 20 acres
(Figure 6.33). More specifically, in Deer Isle, pastures were typically 10 or fewer acres. On the
mainland, pastures of this size were common too, but more settlers managed 10–20 acres than
on Deer Isle. Pastures ranging 10–20 acres were especially common on farms in Blue Hill, where
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few settlers managed 10 or fewer acres. The only farms in the region with more than 30 acres of
pasture were also situated in Blue Hill and belonged to Robert Parker (60 acres), Obed Johnson
(55 acres), and Daniel Osgood (33 acres). While Robert had access to many lots, Obed and
Daniel each only claimed one.

Figure 6.33: Map of pasture acreage in 1792.
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By 1801, pastures between 10–20 acres were more prevalent in southern
Castine/Penobscot and Deer Isle than before, but many in the region still owned less than 10
acres (Figure 6.34). Meanwhile, pastures smaller than 10 acres remained relatively rare in Blue
Hill, and the town continued to be home to some of the largest pastures in the region. Only
pastures owned by three Castine/Penobscot residents surpassed them in size. These pastures

Figure 6.34: Map of pasture acreage in 1801.
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spanned 90, 112, and 120 acres, whereas the largest in Blue Hill, which belonged to Robert
Parker, was 75 acres.
By 1811, mapping indicates that most households still managed 20 or fewer acres of
pasture (Figure 6.35). While changes in pasture size in most towns were subtle between 1801
and 1811, in Deer Isle, where no pasture had previously exceeded 20 acres, several households
now owned as much as 50 acres. As with other improved land types, more pasture did not

Figure 6.35: Map of pasture acreage in 1811.
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necessarily indicate a thriving farm, but perhaps settlers adopting more extensive farming
strategies to compensate for declining land quality. In Blue Hill, the relatively large pastures of
prior years had apparently been reduced in size, with no one, not even Robert Parker, owning
more than 45 acres in 1811. The largest pastures again were owned by Castine/Penobscot
households.
Although households owned different amounts of pasture, mapping the number of cows
an acre of pasture could “keep” or support suggests that at least 2 acres were generally
necessary to support one cow across the region. At the town level, tax data indicate that in 1792
pastures in the western towns of Orland and Castine/Penobscot were of better quality than those
in the eastern towns of Sedgwick and Blue Hill (Figure 6.36). Those in the west more often

Figure 6.36: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1792.
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supported one cow per 1–2 acres (0.5–1 cows per acre), while those in the east supported one
cow per 2–4 acres (0.25–0.5 cows per acre). In effect, one acre of pasture in a western town
could support about twice as many cows as one acre in an eastern town. The regional difference
becomes even more striking when mapped using “natural breaks Jenks” graduated symbology,
which essentially minimizes variation within categories and maximizes variation between
categories (Figure 6.37).
By 1801, western pastures had been depleted and pasture quality became more
homogenous across the region (Figure 6.38). Regardless of location, pastures typically could

Figure 6.37: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1792, displayed with “natural
breaks Jenks” graduated symbology.
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support one cow per 2–4 acres. Mapping the data using Jenks symbology highlights slight
variation in pasture quality within the study area, revealing how a bit more land was necessary
per cow in Blue Hill than elsewhere (Figure 6.39). In short, Blue Hill settlers usually had to allot
about 3 acres of pasture per cow (specifically 2.8–3.4 acres), rather than 2 acres per cow (1.8–
2.3 acres) like other frontier families.

Figure 6.38: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1801.
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By 1811, 2–4 acres of pasture was still sufficient to support one cow in most towns
(Figure 6.40). In Deer Isle, however, pasture quality markedly declined after 1801, with families
frequently requiring 4 or more acres per cow. Visualizing the data with Jenks symbology confirms
not only that pasture quality clearly deteriorated in Deer Isle, but also that quality declined slightly
for some Bucksport and Sedgwick households (Figure 6.41). In contrast, the Jenks map suggests
that pasture quality improved in Blue Hill between 1801 and 1811, as one cow could be
supported on roughly 2.5 acres (specifically 2.3–2.8 acres).

Figure 6.39: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1801, displayed with “natural
breaks Jenks” graduated symbology.
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Figure 6.40: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1811.
Summary
In summary, the number of households with larger pastures (over 10 acres) increased
between 1792 and 1811, meaning that livestock grazed increasingly large swaths of the frontier
landscape. Whether households owned 10 acres or 40, they could generally only maintain 0.25 or
0.5 cows per acre at best. Maintaining one cow on 2 acres, as some households did initially,
especially in the western part of the study area, was on par with households in Massachusetts
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Figure 6.41: Map of cows supported per acre pasture in 1811, displayed with “natural
breaks Jenks” graduated symbology.
proper in 1771 and would have been regarded as “good performance” (by 1771 standards)
(Donahue 2004:211). Of course, pasture quality declined for many households through the years,
which likely prompted households to expand pastures further (Figure 6.42–Figure 6.43). In cases
where the reverse occurred and pastures diminished in size but quality improved, as in Sedgwick
between 1792 and 1801 and in Blue Hill between 1801 and 1811, the subjective definition of
pasture may be partly to blame. The lines between pasture, woodland, and unimproved land were
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Figure 6.42: Maps comparing change in pasture acreage and the number of cows
supported per acre of pasture between 1792 and 1801.

Figure 6.43: Maps comparing change in pasture acreage and the number of cows
supported per acre of pasture between 1801 and 1811.
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often blurry and depended on the tax assessor because pasture ranged from “wood pasture
emerging from forest, to scrubby brushland returning to forest” (Donahue 2004:211).
Like elsewhere, pasture quality probably diminished in Downeast Maine as animals
sapped the soil and grazed on desirable vegetation, making way for weeds (Donahue 2004:211212). Despite pasture’s varying quality over time and space, tax records for Blue Hill indicate that
one acre of pasture was worth nearly 50 times more than one acre of unimproved land in 1790
(Porter 1895:108–122). Pasture thus represented a significant and valuable component of the
frontier landscape.
Improved Land
Mapping the total acreage of improved land—including tillage, mowing, and pasture—per
farmstead reflects how through time, households generally improved more land to either maintain
or increase production. In 1792, settlers in Orland, Castine/Penobscot, and Deer Isle typically
managed 20 or fewer acres of these improved lands, whereas acreage varied more in the eastern
towns of Sedgwick and Blue Hill (Figure 6.44). Relative to other towns, more settlers in Sedgwick
and Blue Hill owned between 20–40 acres of improved land. The largest farmstead in the region,
which consisted of 104 acres of improved land, belonged to Robert Parker, who owned 14 lots in
Blue Hill in 1789 according to the historic town map. Even if his landholdings changed between
1789 and 1792, the data confirm that Parker maintained ample access to land and resources to
develop his farmstead, especially compared to other households.
By 1801, farmsteads varied more in size (Figure 6.45). Some continued to contain 20 or
fewer acres of improved land, but mapping reveals that more households in southern
Castine/Penobscot, Sedgwick, Blue Hill, and Deer Isle managed farms spanning 20–40 acres
than before. Farmsteads with more than 40 acres of improved land were relatively rare in the
region. Aside from Robert Parker’s and John Peters’ farmsteads in Blue Hill, which contained 150
and 93 acres of improved land, respectively, the largest farmsteads belonged to
Castine/Penobscot households whose lots overlooked Penobscot Bay.
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Figure 6.44: Map of improved acreage, including tillage, mowing, and pasture, in 1792.
By 1811, the large farmsteads in Blue Hill had less improved land; Robert Parker claimed
90 improved acres and John Peters claimed 59. While they still managed more improved land
than most households in the region, many other households expanded their farmsteads between
1801 and 1811 (Figure 6.46). In northeastern Deer Isle, for example, some farms more than
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Figure 6.45: Map of improved acreage, including tillage, mowing, and pasture, in 1801.
doubled in size in the decade after 1801, with improved lands spanning 70–90 acres. As a result,
farmstead size in the region became increasingly variable through time as some households
converted more land to tillage, mowing, and/or pasture while others gravitated toward industries
like logging and shipbuilding, which accounts for the mosaic-like quality of the maps presented
here.
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Figure 6.46: Map of improved acreage, including tillage, mowing, and pasture, in 1811.
Discussion
Juxtaposing the land quality analysis with historical maps confirms that Euroamericans, in
settling the coastline first, initially occupied lands more suitable for agriculture. The structure of
the frontier towns—where coastal lots were typically smaller than inland areas and maximized
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access to waterways—also enhanced access to potentially arable land. I will return to this point in
Chapter 7, which explores patterns of settlement and enclosure in more depth.
Besides being coastal, “prime” lands based on the USDA NRCS data were concentrated
in the western and southern portion of the study area, being most prevalent in
Castine/Penobscot. That many of the relatively productive farmsteads in the area were
consistently in this town or situated on or adjacent to prime lands underscores how the frontier
environment was not homogenous or wholly intractable. Consequently, while most of the region
was marginal for agriculture, portions of the landscape in fact possessed attributes of the mythical
“garden of the north,” being relatively level with fertile soils, good drainage, a reliable water
supply, and so on (Irland 1986:64).
Farmers at the time were keenly aware that land quality varied between and within towns.
For example, settler Jonathan Darling wrote a letter to a Mr. Stevens at 11pm on May 26, 1791
complaining that lots in Blue Hill were not distributed at random by the Committee of Lands but
through nepotism. In particular, he begrudged Committee members John Peters, John Roundy,
Nathan Parker, and Robert Parker—the same one mentioned throughout the chapter as a
prominent landowner—because they “shuffled into their own hands and into the hands of a few
particular friends between fifteen and twenty hundred acres of the best land” in Blue Hill (Darling
1891 [1791]:202). In contrast, to him the Committee “would allow no such privilege, but they
would pick me a lot that is nothing but a mountain of rocks and not worth a six pence” (Darling
1891 [1791]:202). Tax valuation data corroborate Darling’s claims; in 1792, a whopping 110 acres
or 55% of his 200-acre property was unimprovable, compared to only 21 acres or 6% of Parker’s
property, which spanned 329 acres. Some settlers like Darling thus found their farmstead’s
productivity not only constrained by environmental attributes (e.g., soil quality, topography,
weather), but also by their peers on the Committee who strategically apportioned the frontier
landscape to reserve “first rate lots” for themselves.
While Robert Parker managed one of the largest farms in the region on some of the best
land in Blue Hill, other settlers successfully established relatively productive farms on less prime
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lands and continuously revised their farmsteads. For example, William and Mary Foster of
northeast Deer Isle had more tillage and hay than most households regardless of year, with a
total of 24 acres in 1792, 19 acres in 1801, and 34 acres by 1811. Despite the drop in acreage in
1801, the Fosters consistently improved their farm’s grain and hay production and yield per acre
through time.
In general, data for the mapped households indicate that most owned 1–4 acres of tillage
and 10 acres each of mowing and pasture, give or take. By comparison, an “ideal” southern New
England farm in the late 1700s typically included 4–5 acres of tillage, 6–13 acres of hay, and 5–
15 acres of pasture, among other lands (Eves 2005:113–114). Aside from having less tillage, the
composition of frontier farmsteads was similar to southern New England farmsteads, which in turn
suggests settlers tended to transplant familiar farming strategies to the Downeast Maine
landscape.
Parallels between crop and hay yields and pasture capacity on the frontier and
Massachusetts proper, at least initially, also complicate the notion of the exceptional frontier
environment. Those households which harvested 10–15 bushels of grain per acre of tillage and
0.5–1.0 tons of hay per acre of mowing and maintained one cow per 2 acres matched the
production of some households in Massachusetts proper (Donahue 2004:205). Through time, if
production declined, settlers typically responded by expanding their improved land acreage.
While not sustainable in the long term, an extensive farming strategy proved feasible for at least a
generation of pioneers who had ample land—usually 100 acres—at their disposal.
Conclusion
To conclude, variation in frontier environmental conditions did not necessarily translate to
variation in farming strategies, nor did it determine farmstead success. Instead, this chapter
demonstrates how pioneers, like people elsewhere, could establish relatively large, productive
farms on marginal and prime lands by bringing what resources they had to bear on the landscape
(e.g., time, money, tools, labor), shaping and molding it, rather than simply adapting to it.
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Although households did not use tables, histograms, or GIS maps to compare farmland
acreage and productivity through time, they would have recognized the changes in the political,
economic, social, and cultural landscape and adapted their farming strategies accordingly. The
analysis indicates that some households in the sample probably worked larger fields through time
to maintain production and counteract diminishing returns, while others managed a more
sustainable agricultural system that provided consistent, desired resources. In either case,
households converted fresh frontier lands to establish farmsteads reminiscent of those in
southern New England, creating landesque capital in the process.
The analysis also illustrates how GIS, as a method, helps visualize and provide a
multiscalar perspective on historical agrarian landscapes. Through the QGIS geospatial database
and mapping, I could easily obtain household-specific, town-level, or regional data, facilitating
comparison of acreage and agricultural production across farmsteads and frontier towns.
Because only a portion of the tax data could be analyzed given the limitations of historical maps,
GIS approaches presented here are best paired with more traditional and comprehensive
statistical analysis like that in Chapter 5. Moving forward, integrating documents like property
deeds and survey records with historical maps in GIS would help provide a more complete
perspective on patterns of land use and production through time.
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CHAPTER 7: LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS: PATTERNS OF SETTLEMENT AND ENCLOSURE

Across New England, agricultural practices involving tillage, hay, and pasture altered the
composition and appearance of the landscape, generating “seemingly endless miles of fences…
the system of country roads, and the new fields filled with clover, grass and buttercups” (Cronon
1983:128). Having focused most directly on the “new fields” in the preceding chapters, this
chapter explores patterns of settlement and enclosure sometimes delineated by the “endless
miles of fences.”
To examine settlement and enclosure as inscribed in the landscape, I primarily use
historical maps supplemented with Google satellite imagery and Light Detection and Ranging
Data (LiDAR) data. In analyzing these data sources, I focus on how the frontier landscape was
settled, divided and compartmentalized, the scale of enclosure, and how the landscape structure
changed through time. Late 18th-century maps illustrate that settlement was initially oriented
toward the coast, whereas a late 19th-century map reveals how settlement became oriented
toward roads in the intervening years. Despite the shift in farmstead orientation from the coast to
inland roads, elements of historical settlement patterns and boundaries recorded on the 18thcentury maps are still writ large on the present-day landscape and identifiable in Google satellite
and LiDAR imagery.
LiDAR and Historical Archaeology
Archaeologists routinely integrate Google Earth satellite and other forms of aerial imagery
in GIS. While often simply serving as basemaps or backgrounds onto which users transpose their
data, they can also be the subject of analysis. In densely forested areas like Maine, however,
satellite and other forms of aerial imagery are of limited utility because vegetation obscures the
ground surface (Paine 2000:8). To “see through the trees,” archaeologists are increasingly
employing LiDAR, a form of remote sensing technology developed in the 1970s and 1980s that
“document[s] the landscape in the same way that it is experienced by people—in multiple
dimensions” (Chase et al. 2012:12916; Harmon et al. 2006:650; Johnson and Ouimet 2014:10).
265

Using an airborne laser to measure the distance to earth, LiDAR essentially produces microtopographic maps known as digital elevation models (DEM) or digital terrain models (DTM)
(Harmon et al. 2006:650). In turn, archaeologists analyze these models in GIS, often creating
“hillshade maps,” which are grayscale maps that show the terrain in relief, to identify and classify
patterns visible in the landscape (Johnson and Ouimet 2014:11; Štular et al. 2012:3354–3355).
Around the world, LiDAR has been used to locate archaeological features like houses, ramparts,
trenches, ditches, fields, terraces, boundaries, abandoned quarries and mines, burial mounds,
roads, and more (Štular et al. 2012:3354). Beyond locating such “lost” cultural features,
archaeologists can determine their size, form, structure, and context remotely through LiDAR
(Johnson and Ouimet 2014:13). They also can monitor continuity and change in the landscape,
for the technology generates a “permanent horizontal and vertical document of everything on the
landscape” at the time the data was collected, including not only archaeological features,
vegetation, and topography, but the material correlates of activities like looting, deforestation, and
modern construction (Chase et al. 2012:12916).
While at a global scale archaeological analysis of LiDAR data is common, in the US
LiDAR remains underused in landscape studies, especially in the Northeast (Johnson and Ouimet
2014:9). As Katharine Johnson and William Ouimet (2014) demonstrate, LiDAR can help bring
the historic landscape of New England into stark relief, as hillshade maps reveal cellars,
foundations, stone walls, roads, paths, and other remnants of the agrarian landscape usually
obscured by tree and vegetation cover. For example, abandoned foundations appear in hillshade
maps as “a small cluster of shaded pixels indicating locally decreased elevation… surrounded by
a small ridge of locally higher elevations and high slope values,” whereas stone walls are signified
by “thin linear ridges of raised elevation” that can be part of broader linear patterns (Johnson and
Ouimet 2014:13, 15). Historic farmsteads are thus characterized by a specific pattern of features:
dense clusters of stone walls surrounding clusters of historic foundations, usually with a path
connecting the farmstead to broader transportation networks (Johnson and Ouimet 2014:15).
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While LiDAR alone has significant potential for landscape studies, the data need to be
integrated with other historical and archaeological evidence to effectively “read” the landscape
(Harmon et al. 2006). For example, Johnson and Ouimet (2014:11, 19) employ a property survey
map from 1712, a map from 1858, and aerial photographs from 1934 to date and interpret
landscape features in LiDAR, ultimately highlighting how 18th-century land division patterns often
define modern settlements in southern New England. While many other sources could be
examined (e.g., deeds, survey records), historical maps primarily guide my analysis throughout
the chapter, helping distinguish 18th- and 19th-century landscape features from modern ones and
shedding light on continuity in the landscape.
Scale, Compartmentalization, and Disjuncture
In examining historical, Google Earth, and LiDAR maps, I specifically focus on how the
frontier landscape was settled, compartmentalized, and on the scale of enclosure. By
compartmentalized, I mean how the General Court of Massachusetts divided the frontier into
meaningful landscape units for settlement, churches, commons, schools, roads, fields, and more.
While the government was generally responsible for organizing frontier settlement, settlers could
basically divide their private landholdings as they chose and thus contributed to an increasingly
compartmentalized landscape. In order to best capture this complexity, I examine how land
parcels are nested by considering the scale and form of enclosure. For example, a house and
outbuildings, cultivated tillage and hay fields, and unimproved areas may comprise a farmstead;
in turn, a farmstead is one unit in a frontier town network, and a frontier town is but one
settlement on the vast frontier. In addition, analyzing the scale of enclosure can involve both
estimations of the size of compartmentalized areas, and questions of whether a lot of land is
bounded as one unit or subdivided into several smaller parcels. Landscape division often
conforms to patterns designed by the local or regional government, resulting in connections and
associations between the archival record (e.g., maps, surveys) and landscape features. In this
case, Massachusetts required proprietors to allocate 100 acres to each person who had settled
by 1784 when the “Quieting Act” of 1785 was passed (Bonsey 2003:8; Wasson 1878:10).
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Alternatively, land division can produce disjuncture, a difference or break in landscape
patterns which often produces contrasting field locations, sizes, and orientations. As the inverse
of continuity, disjuncture often occurs when people design the landscape “in an unfettered way”
(Fleming 1987:193), and thus reflects human agency, choices, preferences, ideals. However,
disjuncture does not necessarily mean landscape features are disorganized or without structure
and logic. Rather, by focusing on variation in the design, orientation, or style of landscape
features, evidence of disjuncture can be used to locate and identify boundaries. For example,
disjuncture or discontinuity in landscape features like roads between a settled frontier town and
surrounding “wilderness” may represent the town line. Consequently, analysis of disjuncture
entails comparing contemporaneous and adjacent landscape patterns within the frontier context
to highlight what pioneers improved or left unimproved. Moreover, disjuncture can be evaluated
over a historical trajectory. As people interact with landscape features through time, palimpsests
become increasingly intricate and layered, so analysis of continuity and disjuncture in terms of
features like fields or paths helps unravel palimpsests of landscape structure and landscape
inscription and clarify human intent and activity (Anschuetz et al. 2001:173; Balée and Erickson
2006:2).
Through a comparative analysis emphasizing disjuncture, compartmentalization, and the
scale of enclosure in Downeast Maine, my objective in this chapter is to analyze patterns of
enclosure and settlement and determine how they correspond to settlement ideals and the extent
to which they changed through time. Ultimately, contrasting patterns of settlement and enclosure
across frontier towns would connote differences in the structure of social and spatial relationships
constituting the dynamics and diversity of frontier life, which could have had positive or negative
effects for households and communities. To form a basis of comparison for my analysis of a
frontier settlement, I briefly describe the “ideal” Massachusetts town and how the General Court
initially sought to organize frontier towns before turning to my landscape analysis.
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The Ideal Massachusetts Settlement versus Frontier Settlement
Typically, early towns in Massachusetts proper are envisioned as close-knit settlements
with a central meetinghouse at the core, along with a town green or common. Although drawn
from notions of “an idealized social order attributed to hard-bitten, theocratic Puritans,” literary
references, and popular perceptions of rural New England towns, this image was not necessarily
the reality (Candee 1988:28; Mascia 1996:151; Wood 1982:334). In fact, this “landscape ideal” in
which “substantial colonial houses [encircled] open commons to form rock-ribbed villages
majestically sited on New England hilltops” was only fully realized in Massachusetts during the
mid-19th century (Candee 1988:28; Wood and Steinitz 1992:105, 113).
Until then, “the modal form of settlement was dispersed” (Wood 1982:334). The
Massachusetts landscape was characterized by “modest” one-story farmsteads, each allocating
some 20 to 75 hectares (about 50 to 185 acres) to crop cultivation and “extensive” pasture and
hay for livestock (Candee 1988:28-29; Foster et al. 1998:102; Wood and Steinitz 1992:117). Jack
Larkin (1995:176-178) further clarifies that rural “slovenliness” was not constrained to frontier
areas, underlining small, haphazard, and disorganized homesteads in Central Massachusetts
lacking in lush lawns and fences. From these “scattered farms,” people ventured to “nearly
isolated geographic centers for their public and religious activities” (Candee 1988:28).
Although Massachusetts was not initially characterized by “ideal” towns, most endured
and became successful. Nevertheless, the Massachusetts government sought to establish
organized frontier communities as pioneers migrated to Downeast Maine during the latter half of
the 18th century. as discussed in Chapter 4 the General Court in 1762 allocated land east of the
Penobscot River for 12 “regular and contiguous” Downeast Maine townships, each supposed to
measure six miles square with at most six miles of water frontage on the Penobscot River or the
ocean (Bonsey 2003:8; Wasson 1878:10; Wasson ca. 1957:5; Wheeler 1875:64; Williamson
1832:361-362). By limiting the size of townships, the government likely sought to ultimately
establish relatively compact frontier towns aligning with settlement ideals. On the ground,
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however, this rule was not strictly enforced; Surry, for example, spanned over 20 miles of
coastline (Bonsey 2003:8; Wasson ca. 1957:5).
The Massachusetts government also mandated that each township be settled within six
years by at least 60 Protestant families and have at least 60 houses, each at least 18 feet square
in plan. Moreover, settlers were required to subsidize a land survey, build a meetinghouse, settle
a minister, and reserve lots for commons, a meetinghouse, the minister, Harvard College, and a
school (Wasson 1878:10; Wheeler 1875:64; Williamson 1832:361-362). The final condition of the
grant was that settlers would “yield one-fifth part of all unsunned treasures dug from the bowels of
the earth” (Wasson 1878:10; Wasson ca. 1957:6).
If the pioneering settlers did not achieve these benchmarks in the six-year timeframe (by
March 2, 1768), their grant, and by extension their right to the land, became null. In most cases,
communities did not realize these specific settlement ideals in the stated timeframe but were
allowed to remain, reflecting how settlement ideals were as rarely executed to the letter on the
frontier, as was the case elsewhere in New England. Moreover, complying with the specific
mandates of the government would have been difficult on the frontier because lots were not
officially surveyed until the 1780s or later and land claims were often contested (Bonsey 2003:8;
Carter 2012:3; Wasson ca. 1957:6).
Maps and Methods
I employ more than a dozen historical maps to trace how patterns of settlement and
enclosure evolved through time in Downeast Maine. First, I examine three maps by Joseph F. W.
Des Barres from 1776, which I georeferenced and digitized and refer to collectively as the “1776
maps” or “Des Barres maps” (Figure 7.1–Figure 7.3). These maps, available through the Library
of Congress, together depict early Euroamerican settlements along the Maine coast between
Bucksport and Ellsworth (Figure 7.4).
The first Des Barres map, titled “Coast of Maine showing Blue Hill Bay, Penobscot Bay,
Belfast Bay, Islesboro Island, Deer Island, and other islands,” depicts the coast from Belfast in the
west to Blue Hill in the east and extends as far north as Penobscot. The second map, titled
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Figure 7.1: “Coast of Maine showing Blue Hill Bay, Penobscot Bay, Belfast Bay, Islesboro
Island, Deer Island, and other islands,” by Joseph F. W. Des Barres, circa 1776. Image
courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
“Coast of Maine from Frenchman Bay to Mosquito Harbor,” overlaps with latter map, but provides
a broader perspective on the region from east to west and north to south. As such, the map
includes what became Bucksport, the northernmost town in the study region. The third map,
entitled “Mount Desert Island and Neighboring Coast of Maine,” focuses on Mount Desert Island
as the name suggests. In so doing, the map also provides a glimpse into part of what became
Surry and Ellsworth.
With these 1776 maps I juxtapose seven town maps from the later 18th-century, which I
introduced in Chapter 6 (see Figure 6.1, Figure 6.4, Figure 6.5, Figure 6.6, Figure 6.7, Figure 6.8,
Figure 6.10). In discussing these maps, I typically continue referring to Castine/Penobscot or
“historic Penobscot” and Surry/Ellsworth as in previous chapters. The final historical map I
examine is from the late 19th century and available through the Library of Congress.
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Figure 7.2: “Coast of Maine from Frenchman Bay to Mosquito Harbor,” by Joseph F. W.
Des Barres, circa 1776. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map
Division, Washington, DC.
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Figure 7.3: “Mount Desert Island and Neighboring Coast of Maine,” by Joseph F. W. Des
Barres, circa 1776. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map
Division, Washington, DC.
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Figure 7.4: The three georeferenced Des Barres maps from 1776 shaded in red, blue, and
yellow to denote map coverage and overlaid with historic town boundaries.
Created in 1860 by H. F. Walling, the map is titled, “Topographical Map of Hancock County,
Maine,” and accordingly depicts each town in Hancock County (Figure 7.5). Despite its extensive
geographic coverage, the map provides a detailed view of towns and their settlement patterns. I
focus on the section of the map covering the study area, which includes the coastal towns
between Bucksport and Ellsworth as well as Deer Isle.
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Figure 7.5: Section of the map, “Topographical Map of Hancock County, Maine,” by H. F.
Walling from 1860. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map
Division, Washington, DC.
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To discern how patterns of settlement and enclosure became inscribed in the landscape,
I use LiDAR imagery from the Maine GeoLibrary Data Collection and the US Geological Survey
(USGS) to create hillshade maps in QGIS. LiDAR from the Maine GeoLibrary spans the coast
and has 2 m2 resolution, which is ideal for identifying features larger than 2 m2, but not smaller
features such as a stone wall or house foundation. Since the available resolution precludes
detailed analysis of the built environment as Johnson and Ouimet (2014:11) note, I pair this
LiDAR imagery with additional LiDAR from the USGS, which has a higher resolution (1 m2) and
covers an inland section of the study area, and Google Earth satellite imagery to identify
elements of the historic landscape such as foundations, boundaries, paths, and roads.
Frontier Landscape of 1776
Most notably, the maps by Des Barres attest to how sparsely settled the study area
remained in 1776, 14 years after the original Marsh Grant (Figure 7.6). In total, the maps depict
166 structures, presumably houses, along the coast, with 13 in (what became) Bucksport, 35 in
Castine/Penobscot, 24 in Sedgwick, 31 in Blue Hill, 12 in Surry/Ellsworth, and 51 in Deer Isle.
Deer Isle was likely most populous in part because its lengthy coastline facilitated access to land
and sea.
Using the Distance Matrix tool in QGIS, I calculated the distance between the mapped
houses in the study area and the (modern) coastline. Over half of the houses (67%) were within
150 m of the coastline, and nearly all (94%) were within 300 m (Figure 7.7). Although the
coastline has changed and historical maps may be inaccurate, the results suggest residents
could see the ocean from their homes through the trees, if not more directly, barring fog.
Likewise, they probably would have had to walk only a short distance – usually less than a
quarter mile – to the shore.
The prevalence of coastal, as opposed to inland, settlement reinforces how valuable the
ocean and its ecology were to early frontier settlers. Not only did the cold waters off the coast
foster a diverse and abundant marine ecosystem ideal for fishing and collection of shellfish but
the ocean facilitated transportation and trade otherwise hindered by the lack of road infrastructure
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Figure 7.6: Map of structures, presumably houses, in the study area in 1776 based on the
Des Barres maps.
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Distribution of Distances From Houses to Coastline, c. 1776
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Figure 7.7: Histogram of distances between houses and the coastline in 1776.
(Paine 2000:18; Smith 2006:26; Vickers 1994:144, 148-149). Access to terrestrial and marine
resources and trade thus played a significant role in early settlement patterns and may have
mitigated hardship on the frontier. The accessibility of the coastal settlement meant frontier
activities could be more easily managed and surveyed by officials from Massachusetts as well.
Settlement patterns depicted in the 1776 maps are also characterized by small clusters of
farmsteads (Figure 7.8). While some houses are isolated, most tend to be in groups of between
two and eight and located in coves, near rivers connecting to coves, or on points overlooking the
ocean. With the Distance Matrix tool in QGIS, I calculated the distance between each house on
the Des Barres maps and its nearest neighbor (Figure 7.9). As the crow flies, only one household
(in Surry proper) was more than three miles away from another, with most people (54%) living
within 200 m—about a tenth of a mile—of a neighbor. As such, the data suggest people either
opted to live in small “neighborhoods” or to live farther afield, fulfilling at least in part myths of the
lone frontier farmstead whose occupants lived relatively unencumbered by society (Lewis
2016:9).
In terms of enclosure, the proximity of most houses and presumably their agricultural
fields implies that livestock had to be corralled to not only protect the owner’s crops, but also
neighbors’ lands. Since most settlers had several neighbors, cooperation was almost certainly an
important part of frontier life. In addition to enabling and fostering social relationships, the
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Figure 7.8: Close-up view of clustered houses in 1776 based on the Des Barres maps.
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Figure 7.9: Histogram of distances between neighboring houses in 1776.
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settlement strategy suggests that pioneers valued extensive access to land and space to hunt,
collect resources, harvest timber, and more, for the farmstead clusters were generally separated
from others by vast swaths of unsettled, “untamed” land.
Late 18th-Century Landscape
The late 18th-century town maps postdating Des Barres’ maps illustrate how
Massachusetts systematically carved the frontier into townships, and in turn how authorities (e.g.,
grantees or proprietors) and surveyors carved townships into parcels (lots) for independent
settlement, as though a grid were dropped from the sky onto the landscape (Figure 7.10) (Bonsey
2003:8; Hornsby and Wallace 2015:26). While the maps demonstrate the seemingly landscapeoblivious nature of inland land division on the frontier, along the coast are over 650 long, thin lots,
stretching a mile inland where possible and roughly no more than a quarter mile wide, a strategy
likely developed to maximize the number of lots with coastal access (Figure 7.11) (Bonsey
2003:8; Hornsby and Wallace 2015:26).
Stephen Hornsby and William H. Wallace (2015:26), who examine the same map of
Castine and Penobscot discussed herein, refer to these coastal parcels as “waterside lots” and
“riverside lots,” noting that they were “almost universal” along Maine’s waterways. This land
division scheme—more generally called “long lots” or “ribbon farms”—also appears crossculturally surrounding water and roadways alike. Different styles of long narrow lots have been
identified across North America in places like Quebec, the Upper Saint John River, Illinois,
Louisiana, and Texas and globally in places like Central Europe, tropical West Africa, Japan,
Brazil, and Chile (Barnes 1935; Craig 2015:27; Davis 1998; Jordan 1974:71).
Carving the land into strips along waterways is useful because, in addition to improving
direct coastal or riverine access to owners, the division technique “[increases] variation in soil,
vegetation, and topography” per lot (Davis 1998:43). Assuming the modern USDA NRCS data
discussed in Chapter 6 generally reflect past landscape characteristics in Downeast Maine, this
land division pattern would have served at once to increase access to arable lands, since they
were primarily coastal, and to ensure relative landscape diversity within each lot. For instance, a
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Figure 7.10: Map of historic towns and parcels (lots) in the study area based on
georeferencing and digitizing late18th-century maps. Source: ESRI, Shaded Relief
Basemap.
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Figure 7.11: Map of coastal and riverside lots (excluding minor rivers). Given their long
and thin dimensions, these lots were known as long lots and contrasted with inland lots,
which were typically were typically square (Hornsby and Wallace 2015:26). Source: ESRI,
Shaded Relief Basemap.
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single farmstead might encompass a cross section of “fertile soil, sandy soil, rocks, timber, scrub
vegetation, meadows, swamp, bluff” and more (Davis 1998:43). Moreover, the lot shape
enhanced agricultural efficiency, especially with plowing. Turning oxen teams was much more
time and labor intensive than turning a tractor today, so the lots’ long, narrow dimensions
prevented farmers from having to turn their teams as often as on square parcels (Davis 1998:4344). The main downside of this land arrangement is that the inland portions of the lot—the
proverbial “back 40”—were more remote, usually about a mile away in this case.
Beyond functional benefits, long lots had social benefits; the narrow shape and patterning
basically guaranteed that neighbors were relatively close to each other (Davis 1998:44). To
approximate how far people may have lived from their nearest neighbor in Downeast Maine at the
end of the 18th century, I again used the Distance Matrix tool in QGIS. Since specific home
locations were not marked on the town maps, I created centroids for each “claimed” lot, skipping
common, church, school, and government or state lots (Figure 7.12). Centroids essentially are
the center point of polygons, in this case the lots. Although people did not often establish their
homes in the center of their lots (they usually occupied the end portion either near a road or the
coast) nor build homes on every lot if they owned multiple, using centroids in nearest neighbor
analysis gives a sense of how far people likely lived from their closest neighbor.
The results indicate that most centroids fall within 600 m of a neighbor (Figure 7.13).
Thus, if people built houses in the center of their lots, they still would have been relatively close to
other households—just over a third of a mile away. Although the centroids represent hypothetical
houses, I am confident in the results because the distance matrix analysis generally coincides
with the same analysis of the 1776 maps discussed above, which demonstrated that, even when
the frontier population was more scattered, most structures had a neighbor within 600 m.
Common, Church, School, and State Lots
Interestingly, some maps did not include lots for the minister, meetinghouse, school, and
common lands as mandated by the General Court. Such features presumably existed in each
town eventually but were simply excluded from the original maps. For towns mapped, these lots
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Figure 7.12: Section of map with centroids for claimed lots in Castine/Penobscot. The dark
yellow lots are claimed by individuals, the light-yellow lots are unclaimed according to the
map (and thus have no centroids), and the green lots in the lower right are part of
Sedgwick. Source: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap.
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Figure 7.13: Histogram of distances between centroids, which represent hypothetical
houses on claimed lots.
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tended to be clustered together and in densely settled areas along the coast rather than in the
geographic center of town (Figure 7.14). In Bucksport and Orland, however, common lands were
primarily located inland. Nevertheless, even in these situations, the parcels frequently bordered
bodies of water; in northern Bucksport, for example, common lands bordered what is today

Figure 7.14: Map of common, church, school, and government or state lots during the late
18th century. Church lots include ministry and parsonage lots.
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Brewer Lake and Swetts Pond, while three commons in Orland bordered Craig, Toddy, and
Upper Patten Ponds (Figure 7.15). In Surry/Ellsworth and Deer Isle, the remaining two towns
where demarcated, common lands were situated on or near the coast. More specifically, in

Figure 7.15: Common lands circa 1790 in Bucksport, Orland, Surry, and Deer Isle, with
inset areas highlighted in red, orange, yellow, and green, respectively. Source: ESRI,
Shaded Relief Basemap.
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Surry/Ellsworth, the common lands were concentrated in the southern part of the town and on
Newbury Neck, and in Deer Isle they were also clustered on the southern half of the island. Only
one small parcel of land in northern Deer Isle was clearly designated a common in the 1798 map.
The uneven distribution of common lands across Deer Isle may reflect how Euroamerican
settlement was initially concentrated on the southern half of the island, at least according to the
1776 Des Barres maps.
Unlike common lands, church or ministerial lots—which include lots set aside for the first
minister, a parsonage, or a meetinghouse—were featured in every town map and often more
centrally located (Figure 7.16). In Bucksport, one ministerial lot—the first minister’s lot—bordered

Figure 7.16: Church or ministerial lots in the study area, circa 1790. Source: ESRI, Shaded
Relief Basemap.
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the Penobscot River and the school lot in the northwest, and a second—for the meetinghouse
and parsonage—was sandwiched between long, thin occupied lots down river. Likewise, in
Orland the ministerial lots were nestled between occupied lots, with one having frontage on the
Orland River and the others (parsonage lots) bordering the Narramissic River and Alamoosook
Lake about two miles to the north. Only in Bucksport, where the first minister’s lot was about five
miles north of the meetinghouse and parsonage, were ministerial lots farther apart from each
other than in Orland. In Sedgwick, the ministerial lots were roughly in the middle of the town’s
coastline and close together, with two overlooking a cove and the third set back from the coast
but nearby. Regardless of the distance between the lots, in each of these towns at least one
ministerial lot existed in a densely settled, high-activity area along the coast. This placement
suggests the agents tasked with laying out lots reserved prime and accessible parcels for the
Congregational church in these frontier towns.
In the remaining towns, ministerial lots had less or no coastal access. The minster’s lot
and parsonage land in Deer Isle bordered a small section of coastline and what is known as the
Mill Pond, and the two in Blue Hill bordered First and Third Ponds (see Figure 7.16). While these
lots still provided direct water access, albeit only to ponds in Blue Hill, the ministerial lots in
Castine/Penobscot and Surry/Ellsworth were entirely land-locked. In both towns, the ministerial
lots were roughly square and a bit over a mile inland, positioned on the boundary between
claimed and unclaimed lands (Figure 7.16). As such, in these towns, the ministerial lots were
seemingly relegated to the fringes and occupied a less central location than in neighboring
villages, presumably because the frontier moved inland over time.
In terms of school lots, all towns except for Castine/Penobscot had at least one marked
on the map, and most were situated along a body of water (Figure 7.17). While school lots were
centrally located and adjacent to ministerial lots in Deer Isle and Blue Hill, the school lot in
Bucksport was situated in the northwestern corner of town along the Penobscot River next to the
first minister’s lot. Rather than facilitating access, its location maximized distance between the
school and most occupied lots, which were located to the south along the Penobscot. For many
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Figure 7.17: School lots, circa 1790. Source: ESRI, Shaded Relief Basemap.
households in Buckport, accessing the Orland school lot would probably have been more
convenient, as it was located adjacent to Bucksport’s densely settled southeastern boundary.
As in Orland, several lots constituted school lots in Sedgwick. What made Sedgwick
unique was that two separate school lots existed; one in the western half of town on present-day
Walker Pond, comprised of two parcels, and one single parcel closer to Harriman Point in the
eastern part of town. Given the long, almost rectangular shape of Sedgwick, having two school
lots about 5.5 miles apart ensured that regardless of where residents lived, they would have had
been relatively close (within 3 miles) to a school lot if both were used concurrently. In Surry, the
school lots neighbored the common lands along the coast.
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19th-Century Landscape
During the 19th century, a shift in town boundaries and settlement patterns occurred in
Downeast Maine. As discussed in Chapter 4, the boundaries of Bucksport, Penobscot, Castine,
Sedgwick, and Surry were reconfigured to create several additional towns: Brewer (1841),
Orrington (1850), Brooksville (1817), Brooklin (1849), and Ellsworth (1800). Even without knowing
this historical context, the disjuncture or difference in boundary form of Brooksville and Brooklin
hints that they were created separately from the original townships, as their respective western
and eastern boundaries are jagged, following waterways, instead of straight and landscapeoblivious as was the method in earlier times (Figure 7.18).

Figure 7.18: Map of the boundaries between Brooksville, Sedgwick, and Brooklin in 1860.
Section of, “Topographical Map of Hancock County, Maine,” by H. F. Walling from 1860.
Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
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Within the towns, the 1860 map demonstrates how settlement density increased after the
18th century and how people increasingly fanned out from the coast to inland areas. Although the
interior remained relatively sparsely settled in 1860, the number of residents had grown
significantly through the years. Meanwhile, the coast continued to be the most heavily occupied
region in each town. Only along the coast was settlement too dense and clustered for the
mapmaker to label individual buildings (Figure 7.19).
In addition to the increase in inland settlement, another primary difference between the
1860 and 18th-century maps is the presence of roads, which previously were only drawn in the
Surry/Ellsworth (see Figure 6.8). The 1860 map reflects how, as roads were constructed, most
people moved their homes adjacent to them, effectively converting their “waterside lots” into
“roadside lots.” For example, the road built by settlers between 1804 and 1811 in Surry (Wasson
ca. 1957:25-26), now Route 172, appears in the 1860 map of Surry as lined with houses (Figure
7.20). The construction of this particular road about a half mile inland, thereby bisecting many
tracts of property, resulted in the near desertion of the coastline within five years, well before the
1860 map was made (Wasson ca. 1957:26). Although moving was “burdensome” for some
settlers because the road traversed “the most sterile and rocky sections of their lots, and through
wild woods all the way,” most Surry residents had amassed enough resources by the early 19th
century to relocate and rebuild their homes and other outbuildings (Wasson ca. 1957:26). The
first structure along this road was a barn built in 1810 by Dominicus Flood, and in the following
year he moved his family’s house, which had previously been near the coastline, adjacent to the
road (Carter 2012:3; Wasson ca. 1957:26). Ultimately, as people like the Floods opted to
“abandon their clearings” rather than live “in solitude like Marius among the ruins of Carthage,”
the shore became “as tenantless as last year’s nest” (Wasson ca. 1957:26). The change in
settlement patterns and increase in road infrastructure during this period also suggests a shift in
settler activities from fishing and farming to mainly agricultural pursuits and indicates that coastal
trade and transport became less important as the towns matured.
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Figure 7.19: Densely settled areas, highlighted by white circles, in map by H. F. Walling
from 1860. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map Division,
Washington, DC.
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Figure 7.20: Section of the map by H. F. Walling from 1860 showing how residents in Surry
reoriented their houses along roads. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress
Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
As road infrastructure and linear neighborhoods developed, so too did other community
infrastructure. Whereas school lots were few and primarily coastal during the late 18th century, by
1860 they outnumbered other town facilities and were distributed throughout the area, making
them more accessible than before (Figure 7.21). Although several schools per town were located
near a church, parsonage, pound, or a combination of features, they more often stood alone. As
such, given their distribution and prevalence, they can be conceived as nodes in a web-like
network of roads, hubs of activity where otherwise little town infrastructure existed.
The 1860 map also illustrates that most towns had several types of Protestant churches,
in contrast to the idealized vision of a Congregational church standing at the heart of each frontier
community. While religion ostensibly undergirded settlement ideals, churches and their value
systems were not simply transplanted to the frontier. In Blue Hill, for example, Congregationalist
Minister Jonathan Fisher competed with Baptist Reverend Daniel Merrill for members during the
early 19th century (Candee 1988:34; Murphy 2010:116). “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village,” a
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Figure 7.21: Local infrastructure such as churches and schools included in map by H. F.
Walling from 1860. Image courtesy of the Library of Congress Geography and Map
Division, Washington, DC.
painting completed by Fisher in 1824 and introduced in Chapter 1, depicts Blue Hill as the
stereotypical quaint New England town with substantial homes, hay fields, and pastures bounded
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by neat stone walls and fences, except instead of one church at the center, there are two and
“virtually no identifiable village ‘center’” (Figure 7.22) (Candee 1988:34). The map confirms that
by 1860, a degree of religious pluralism characterized not only Blue Hill, but most towns, as
Baptist and Methodist churches were commonly part of the built landscape (Figure 7.23).

Figure 7.22: Section of “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village, 1824,” by Jonathan Fisher.
Image courtesy of the Farnsworth Art Museum, Rockland, Maine.

Figure 7.23: Churches and parsonages in northern and central Deer Isle included in map
by H. F. Walling from 1860. Scale of map insets at right are the same. Image courtesy of
the Library of Congress Geography and Map Division, Washington, DC.
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Past Meets Present: Google Satellite Imagery and LiDAR Analysis
Despite changes in settlement and town layout after the late 18th century, the historical
boundaries in many Downeast Maine towns recorded in these early maps are still writ large on
the present-day landscape and detectable in LiDAR and Google Earth satellite imagery.
Boundaries are typically preserved in four ways: by stone walls, roads, vegetation patterns,
and/or in modern property divisions.
While the coast may seem like an ideal target for landscape analysis because it was
more densely settled than inland areas, physical evidence of enclosure is arguably more likely to
endure in the interior because it has consistently been less occupied and thus less disturbed over
time. The LiDAR resolution is currently better for inland areas (1 m2 versus 2 m2 resolution along
the coast), which facilitates identification of stone walls and other historic features. In Penobscot,
for example, 1 m2 LiDAR reveals how some inland original lot boundaries have persisted (Figure
7.24). The straight, linear features, which appear raised, are likely not roads because an unpaved
road, which runs northwest and is identifiable in Google satellite imagery, appears inscribed
rather than raised in the landscape in LiDAR (Figure 7.25). Instead, they may be stone walls, as
they look similar in size and shape to those on a nearby modern farm (which are visible in LiDAR
and Google imagery) and to those described by Johnson and Ouimet (2014:15) (Figure 7.26). In
terms of age, these probable stone walls could date to the late 18th century because they align
closely with the georeferenced historical map boundaries. Minimally, the walls must be older than
the unpaved road, given how it cuts through, interrupting the east-west section of wall, and is not
included in the 1860 map.
In addition to property lines, a small rectangular feature is visible in the LiDAR, lying
parallel to and west of the north-south boundary. Besides shape, the rectangular feature shares
characteristics that Johnson and Ouimet (2014:13) attribute to foundations including a depression
surrounded by stacked stones, which appear in hillshade maps as a “small ridge of locally higher
elevations and high slope values” (Figure 7.27).
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Figure 7.24: Google Earth satellite and 1 m2 LiDAR imagery of historic Penobscot. LiDAR
reveals modern and historic landscape features. In the lower right inset, the unpaved road
is red, probable stone walls are black dashed lines, a possible foundation is outlined in
white, and the georeferenced map boundaries (c. 1790) are blue.

Figure 7.25: Unpaved road visible in 1 m2 LiDAR in Penobcsot and QGIS terrain profile
from east to west. In the profile, the flat line between 8 m and 10 m on the X-axis
represents the road surface.
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Figure 7.26: Stone wall segments in 1 m2 LiDAR and associated terrain profiles from west
to east.

Figure 7.27: Possible cellar visible in 1 m2 LiDAR and terrain profile from west to east and
south to north.
Another prime example of boundary continuity can be found to the southeast along the
border of Penobscot and Blue Hill. Google satellite imagery displays a modern field surrounded
by forest with few obvious linear features, whereas the 1 m2 LiDAR reveals over 10 sections of
probable stone wall that either align with the corner of a historic parcel or divide the lot into strips
(Figure 7.28). The position and orientation of the walls suggests how individual fields would have
been nested within the property bounds. An unpaved road, detectable in both LiDAR and satellite
imagery, also runs between two stone walls. To the north, where satellite imagery shows a
solitary tree in a field, is what looks to be a foundation adjacent to an open-ended stone
enclosure (Figure 7.29). The stone enclosure is clearly visible via Google imagery and measures
about 26 x 42 m.
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Figure 7.28: Google Earth satellite and 1 m2 LiDAR imagery of historic Penobscot and Blue
Hill town line. LiDAR reveals modern and historic landscape features. In the lower right
inset, the lane is red, probable stone walls are black dashed lines, a possible foundation is
outlined in white, and the georeferenced map boundaries (c. 1790) are blue.

Figure 7.29: Close-up view of stone enclosure and possible foundation in 1 m2 LiDAR
imagery. While Google satellite shows a tree at left, the terrain profiles at right confirm the
rectangle visible via Lidar is similar in size and form to a foundation.
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For areas where 1 m2 LiDAR is not currently available (which is most of the study area),
modern roads and vegetation patterns sometimes serve as markers for historic property
boundaries. In present-day Surry and Ellsworth, for example, some of the 18th-century lot
boundaries coincide roughly with modern roads that intersect Route 172 and run perpendicular to
the coast (Figure 7.30). Other historic lots have been bisected almost perfectly, sometimes by
roads, so the landscape has been divided into smaller, more accessible units through time. While
Google imagery indicates the original boundaries continue to structure settlement along the coast
in Surry, farther inland modern land-use patterns bear little resemblance to the angular tracts
originally laid out (Figure 7.31). As a result, modern town landscapes simultaneously exhibit
evidence of continuity and disjuncture.
Even where little material evidence of historic boundaries remains, they continue to
shape how people experience the landscape because modern lots are frequently nested within
the confines of 18th-century lots. In northeast Deer Isle, for example, past and present parcel
boundaries often overlap, illustrating how historic lots in Deer Isle that are difficult to distinguish in
Google imagery and LiDAR have been preserved in modern boundaries by maps and deeds
(Figure 7.32).
To quantify how the landscape has been compartmentalized between the late 18th
century and the present, I modeled the centroids for each modern lot in QGIS, and in turn used
the Count Points in Polygon tool to calculate how many centroids each historic lot contained.
Predictably, mapping illustrates that modern lots are smaller than those of the past, with the
largest historic parcels being divided the most through time (Figure 7.33). What is striking is the
difference in how much historic inland versus coastal lots have been subdivided. Inland lots have
rarely been divided into more than 10 modern lots (shaded in red and dark orange), but along the
coast, lots have frequently been split into 20 lots or more (shaded in light orange, yellow, and
green). That coastal parcels are generally smaller than inland lots in the past and present alike
reflects the predominance and relative density of coastal settlement through time, as the coast
offered not only ocean views and transport, but also access to trade, fishing, and shellfish.
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Figure 7.30: Google Earth satellite imagery of Weymouth Point in Surry layered with
modern lot boundaries (white) and historic lot boundaries (blue). Visible landscape
divisions (purple) and roads or driveways (red) frequently align with or bisect historic lots.
Note that not every driveway was traced.
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Figure 7.31: Map of disjuncture in modern and historic lot boundaries in Surry and
Ellsworth. Modern lot boundaries (white) do not coincide with historic lot boundaries
(blue) derived from a late 18th-century map (Map F 263).
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Figure 7.32: Historic lot boundaries in northeast Deer Isle have been preserved in modern
lot boundaries, although they are not easily detected in either Google Earth satellite
imagery or 2 m2 LiDAR.
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Figure 7.33: Map depicting historic lots and how they have been subdivided since the late
18th century.
Discussion and Conclusion
Although the Maine coast has become progressively more compartmentalized,
subdivided, and developed, past patterns of enclosure continue to shape and guide human
interaction with the landscape through time until the present. At first glance, continuity in the
Downeast Maine landscape is difficult to detect between 1776 and 1860 because frontier
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settlement morphed significantly over a matter of decades. In 1776, the sparse settlement was
oriented toward the coast, so settlers typically had a couple of neighbors and plenty of room to
expand their farmsteads. As such, early settlements largely resembled the humble beginnings of
Massachusetts towns which initially were spread out and later became concentrated to form more
nucleated towns (Wood 1982:334).
In contrast, by the early 1800s, the frontier landscape had been carved into a highly
patterned group of contiguous parcels. Oriented toward the coast, over 650 long lots maximized
coastal access and helped ensure lots were not simply a “mountain of rocks,” but instead
included a variety of terrain, soil types, and vegetation (Darling 1891 [1791]:202). As coastal and
eventually inland lots were claimed by pioneers and enclosed, what had been thinly settled
frontier outposts transformed into organized towns, coinciding more closely with “ideal” settlement
models. Maps also laid the groundwork for town infrastructure—including church, school, and
common lands—along the coast, which would have made these parcels more accessible than if
they had been in the geographic center of each town.
By 1860, town infrastructure had expanded, and settlement patterns were particularly
transformed by the construction of additional inland roads, which often ran parallel to the
coastline. Most settlers, such as those in Surry, moved to live along roads shortly after their
completion, implying they had the resources and incentive to do so. The shift from settlement
oriented primarily toward the coast and later to inland roads in the early 19th century suggests
that, as towns matured, settlers became less reliant on coastal resources and trade, and more
focused on agriculture and local trade and networking facilitated by roads. In concentrating
settlement along roads, the Downeast Maine frontier increasingly came to resemble settlement
patterns in longer-established towns in Massachusetts proper.
Despite changing patterns of settlement and enclosure during the 19th century, historical
property boundaries depicted in the early maps have endured in the landscape for centuries.
Examining Google satellite, LiDAR, and modern property lines reveals how the Downeast Maine
landscape is an intricate palimpsest, as boundaries have continuously been defined, transformed,
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added to, and refined through time. In some areas like inland Surry, the structure of contemporary
towns bears little resemblance to past settlement plans, exhibiting disjuncture but more often
modern lots are nested within historic ones, with features like stone walls, roads, and present-day
property lines mirroring those of the past. Consequently, continuity in boundaries generally
prevails, highlighting how the modern landscape is historically contingent on the past and how the
landscape is an artifact in its own right (Rubertone 1989).
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CHAPTER 8: CASE STUDY: THE FOSTER FARMSTEAD

Today, dense forests covering 90% of the State of Maine obscure traces of the agrarian
past, thus, making it difficult to imagine the bucolic landscape settlers sought to create and
maintain, a patchwork of farmsteads and fields bounded by fences (Paine 2000:8). While
documents like tax valuations attest to this now hidden agrarian landscape, material evidence
also exists, enduring in the archaeological record. The Foster Farmstead in Deer Isle, Maine
serves as a case study from which to examine how settlement and agrarian activities and
structures became physically embedded in the landscape at a small scale and how the built
environment shaped daily life and living conditions.
The Foster Farmstead was founded circa 1783 by William and Mary Foster. Located on
the northeast coast of Deer Isle, the property was home to the next three generations of their
family through the mid-19th century (Noyes 1949). Like most Downeast settlers, the Fosters
coupled farming activities with other economic pursuits, yet their experience was probably
atypical; William was a town selectman and a blacksmith, and their lot was double the standard
size, encompassing 200 acres (Hosmer 1886:51–52; Spofford-Watts 1997:42). As a result, their
farmstead should provide an example of how settlement and enclosure on the frontier could
proceed given ideal conditions.
While the documentary record is generally robust for the farmstead occupants, I use
archaeology to gain further insight into the activities that transpired on the property during the
19th century, examining how some of William and Mary Foster’s heirs continued to inhabit, mold,
and enclose the land through time. Before discussing archaeological work at the Foster
Farmstead, I address the history of the Foster family and the property. As such, this chapter has
three parts. In the first section, I integrate a range of archival records to explore the early history
of the Foster Farmstead and understand its development. I begin by introducing the Fosters,
drawing heavily on the multivolume Genealogical History of Deer Isle Families, compiled by
Benjamin Lake Noyes (1949) and preserved at the Deer Isle-Stonington Historical Society and on
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microfilm through FamilySearch. This source, in addition to outlining the Foster family tree, helps
establish a detailed timeline for their activities in Deer Isle. Where possible, I supplement the
genealogical information with primary sources, including property deeds, maps, census and tax
records, and probate inventories. In the second section, I explore what happened to the 200-acre
property after William and Mary’s heirs inherited their individual shares. In charting household
succession through the 20th century, I draw primarily on deeds and occasionally probate records.
Finally, in the third section, I outline the results of archaeological survey and excavation on
property, which documented several foundations, stone walls, and other features which together
provide insight into how descendants of the Foster family inhabited and modified the historic
farmstead landscape throughout the 19th century.
The Fosters: From Massachusetts to Maine
As discussed in Chapter 4, many pioneers hailed from Massachusetts, and William and
Mary Foster were no exception. William Foster was born on February 7, 1753 in Jamaica Plain
(Boston), Massachusetts (Noyes 1949:121). He was the fifth of seven children born to John and
Jane (Linsey) Foster. His father John was of English descent and worked as a cordwainer,
making leather shoes. He died when William was only seven (in June 1760). William, along with
five of his siblings (Samuel, John, Martha, James, and Mary), inherited part of his father’s estate
(Noyes 1949:115, 117).
A year after his father’s death, William’s future spouse, Mary Draper, was born in nearby
Roxbury, Massachusetts on January 21, 1761 to Aaron and Mary (Fisher) Draper. Her father
Aaron died when she was just a year old (in 1762), and her mother passed when Mary was 16 (in
1777). The next year, at the age of 17, she married William Foster in Roxbury on June 11, 1778
(Noyes 1949:121).
At the time of their marriage, William was 25, trained as a blacksmith, and had already
been enlisted as a private to fight for Massachusetts in the Revolution for a year (starting
February 16, 1777). His enlistment records paint a portrait of him as young man: he was 5’ 9” tall
with dark complexion, dark hair, and dark eyes (Noyes 1949:121; Secretary of the
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Commonwealth 1899:937). He was not the only member of his family with revolutionary
sentiment; his brother Samuel aided in the Boston Tea Party in 1773, dumping tea in the harbor,
and by 1777 served as a Lieutenant. While surviving the war, the “sufferings and hardships” that
Samuel experienced in Canada during the war ultimately compromised his health and he became
ill and died in 1778 (Noyes 1949:118).
At the end of the Revolution, William and Mary moved to Deer Isle. Deeds (which I
outline below) indicate William purchased land in the fall of 1783, so they probably migrated
sometime that year with their 10- or 11-year-old nephew John Foster, the son of William’s late
brother Samuel, and their infant William Jr. Born on February 11, 1782, William Jr. was their third
and only surviving child born in Massachusetts proper (Noyes 1949:119, 125). On moving to the
frontier, the Fosters would experience more familial losses, but also good fortune and relative
prosperity as they established a large farmstead in Deer Isle.
Forming the Frontier Farmstead
The lot William and Mary purchased on the northeast coast of Deer Isle was twice as
large as most, spanning 200 acres (Figure 8.1). To establish the farmstead, the couple apparently
purchased two of the original 100-acre lots granted to proprietors (Hosmer 1886:51). Since Deer
Isle was part of Lincoln County until Hancock County formed in 1789, the records at the Lincoln
County Registry of Deeds (LCRD) in Wiscasset, Maine offer insight into the Fosters’ early land
transactions. A deed on file (LCRD Book 18:221–222) reveals that Alexander Greenlaw, yeoman
of Lincoln County, sold a tract of land to William Foster, blacksmith of Roxbury, on October 10 or
11, 1783 for £85 10s “lawfull money of said Commonwealth.” Based on economic historian John
McCusker’s (1992:333) calculations, which indicate that £100 in Massachusetts currency
between 1782 and 1796 was worth about $4,397.32 in 1991, William paid Alexander the
equivalent of $3,759.70. With inflation, this equates to $7,430.93 in 2021. If William, working as a
blacksmith, earned as much as a journeyman blacksmith in Massachusetts—between 64 and 83
cents per day, equivalent to $15–17 today—the purchase price would have represented over a
year’s income (US Department of Labor and Bureau of Labor Statistics 1934:72; Wright 1889:47).
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Figure 8.1: Map of William Foster’s 200-acre lot in northeast Deer Isle. Source: Deer IsleStonington Historical Society, “The Proprietors’ Lots of Deer Island, Maine, as surveyed by
John Peters Jr., about the year 1798.”
For that sum, the deed transferred from Alexander to William:
a lot of land fronting Eggemagan Reach [sic], the south side line adjoining
Jonathan Greenlaw’s land bounded by an oak tree near a small brook at the
shore, then running a west course two miles back, then beginning at said south
line and running a north course forty seven rods from thence an east course to
Eggemagan Reach to an heap of stones encircling a stake (LCRD Book 18:221).
The deed also granted William a partial right to land to the southeast of his lot, some
fresh meadow hay land, and half an island. The hay acreage included in the deed, although
probably small, reaffirms how the frontier was not a blank slate or impenetrable wilderness when
settlers arrived after the American Revolution. The deed specifically conveys:
a fifth part of the undivided land lying between Fish Creek and the small Carrying
Place so called, the said undivided belonging to John Campbell, Ebenezer
Greenlaw, Jonathan Greenlaw, and said Alexander Greenlaw, and Charles
Greenlaw, together with a fifth part of a fresh meadow belonging to said company
and one half of the Island known by the name of Black Island lying in said Reach
which land I have been in quiet possession of twenty three years (LCRD Book
18:221).
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Noyes (1972:123) surmises that Alexander had extra land to sell because William
Greenlaw of Georgetown quitclaimed “all his rights to his parents’ estate” to him for £10 on June
or July 17, 1783. The land Alexander acquired “right, title, and interests” to was “bounded
Northerly on land of Jonathan Greenlaw, southerly on land of Ebenezer Greenlaw” (LCRD Book
17:116). In turn, deeds indicate Alexander sold his original tract of land, which was to the north of
Jonathan Greenlaw’s lot, and a one-fifth share of jointly-owned real estate to William Foster that
October.
While the land Alexander sold William accounts for half of the Fosters’ property, I could
find no deed transferring another adjacent 100-acre lot to William to form his 200-acre parcel.
Such apparent gaps in the documentary record are not uncommon. As Noyes (1972:122) notes,
William “may have been like many of the old pioneers—careless in recording his papers.”
By mapping the land outlined in the extant deeds, Noyes (1972:122–123) ultimately
deduces that William and Mary must have acquired the “two northwesterly lots designated as
Alexander and Jonathan Greenlaw” because when combined, their dimensions “correspond
exactly with the acres and delineation given by Peters on his plan” in 1798. These lots would
have been situated at the northwesterly bounds of the Greenlaw enclave which originated to the
southeast around Campbell’s Neck and Fish Creek (Hosmer 1886:62; Noyes 1949:122).
Like the Greenlaws and other pioneer families, the Fosters established a family enclave
in northeast Deer Isle. “To affiliate… as a relative,” John Foster purchased a 100-acre lot
neighboring his aunt and uncle’s property to the north (Noyes 1949:121). Records at the Hancock
Country Registry of Deeds (HCRD) in Ellsworth, Maine indicate that John purchased his lot on
August 31, 1793 for £45 from Richard Codman, Esquire of Portland, who originally purchased the
lot for £54 on July 3, 1792 from David Torrey, a yeoman of Deer Isle (HCRD Book 1:496–497;
HCRD Book 2:488; Noyes 1949:121–122). The lot encompassed,
about one hundred acres of land more or less, bounded in front on Eggemoggan
Reach, so called, easterly northerly on a cove south of Jonathan Torrey’s land,
and from said cove running westerly, by said Jonathan Torrey’s land, to his the
said Jonathan’s southwest corner, and from thence running west ninety six rods,
then south fifty rods, thence east three hundred and sixty rods to the Reach first
mentioned (HCRD Book 2:488).
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At the time of purchase, John was almost 21, but still considered a “young settler” and
probably living with William and Mary’s household (Hosmer 1886:146; Noyes 1949:119). The
deed (HCRD Book 2:488) states he worked as a hatter, and according to Hosmer (1886:146), he
“carried on that business at the Northwest Harbor,” which was on the opposite side of Deer Isle
from where the Fosters lived. John likely moved out of his aunt and uncle’s house sometime
between 1793 when he bought the property and 1801 when he got married and first appears as a
separate taxpayer in tax records (Noyes 1949:118).
Family and Farm Expansion
Shortly after moving to Deer Isle, Mary Foster gave birth to a son named John on May
16, 1784. He was the first of 11 children Mary gave birth to in Deer Isle, but did not survive his
first year, passing away when he was six months old on November 16, 1784. She gave birth to
twins four months later on March 23, 1785, but only their daughter Mary survived (Noyes
1949:125). Thus in March 1785, the Foster household included William, Mary, newborn Mary,
three-year-old William Jr., and their 12-year-old nephew John.
Between 1787 and 1803, the household expanded in quick succession. On May 29,
1787, Samuel Heath Foster was born, followed by Susannah or Sukey on February 6, 1790, John
on January 23, 1792, Aaron on February 18, 1794, Joseph Sellers on February 18, 1796, Charles
on December 13, 1797 or 1798, Henry on July 20, 1800, and Oliver S. on May 9, 1803 (Noyes
1949:126–127). In total, William and Mary had 14 children between 1779 and 1803, with 10
surviving to adulthood.
At the turn of the century when six of those children were under 10 years of age and one
had not yet been conceived, several of William and Mary’s offspring were old enough to marry
and move out. Following their nephew John, their daughter Mary was the first to leave, marrying
David Jones Waters of Castine on November 27, 1801 at age 16 (Noyes 1949:125). Two years
after the birth of Oliver S. in 1803, the household contracted again as their eldest son William Jr.,
now 23, married Lydia George of Hampden, Maine. He remained in Deer Isle, establishing his
own household and working as a blacksmith (Noyes 1949:125, 128).
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Following his departure in 1805, the household numbered eight children ranging in ages
from 2 (Oliver S.) to 18 (Samuel H.), plus William and Mary. While the children likely helped
maintain the farmstead to the extent that they were able given their ages, William also probably
hired laborers to help work the land, especially as his children moved out (Noyes 1949:123).
As the family dynamics at the Foster Farmstead shifted as children were born and others
were married off, the town of Deer Isle more broadly matured, with the town being incorporated
early in 1789 (Hosmer 1886:220). In April of that year, residents met at the meetinghouse and
elected five town selectmen, one of whom was William Foster (Hosmer 1886:220; Spofford-Watts
1997:42). He was “quite a prominent man” and served as town selectman for six consecutive
years between 1789 and 1794, and again in 1802 (Hosmer 1886:220–223, 227; Noyes
1949:121). Later, he served the town in other capacities. For example, in 1804 he was elected
one of nine “surveyors of highways,” and in 1815 he was one of 16 men who served on a
committee to “assist the tithingmen of the town office to enforce the due observance of the
Sabbath, and suppression of intemperance” (Hosmer 1886:236; Noyes 1971:88). William’s
participation in these various service roles suggests he and Mary likely fostered stereotypical
New England values such as religious devotion, steadiness, industry (as opposed to idleness),
economy (as opposed to wastefulness), and sobriety (Brown 1810:6–8).
Built Environment (1792–1811)
By the early 19th century, the Fosters’ house must have been a bustling hub of activity
with William, Mary, and their brood dwelling therein. Tax valuations help provide insight into how
the built environment of their farmstead developed in relation to their growing family from 1792
onward. In June 1792, records retrieved through FamilySearch (and introduced in Chapter 5)
indicate they had a house and barn worth £15 in total. Although the tax assessor technically did
not specify as in later records whether the Fosters owned a house and barn or just one of these
buildings, they likely owned both. By 1792, the Fosters had lived in Deer Isle for almost 10 years
and owned livestock, including at least two oxen, 10 cows, and three swine, which would benefit
from a barn. Moreover, relative to most households, the value ascribed in the “houses and barns”
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column for the Fosters was high. For over half of households (60%), the value in this building
column was £5 or less, sometimes even £0, suggesting they owned neither a house nor barn.
Including the Fosters, only 16 families—representing 13% of the 121 households listed on the
valuation—had “houses and barns” worth £15 or more. William and Mary’s built environment was
far from the most elaborate in Deer Isle, however. The most valuable house and barn, worth £50,
belonged to Mark Haskell, and the next most valuable—belonging to Jonathan Eaton and Joshua
Haskell—were only worth half as much at £25 each.
Tax records from the Massachusetts State Library Special Collection’s Department in
Boston suggest that the built environment of the Foster Farmstead had changed little by 1801, at
least in terms of the type and number of structures. While the 1792 valuation documented the
value of houses and barns rather than whether households owned each, the 1801 record noted
the number of houses and barns separately and whether they were log structures. Assessors for
other towns and years sometimes explicitly tallied log versus framed construction on the frontier,
so if houses in Deer Isle were not log, they were probably framed. As a result, since William
Foster is listed as having one house and one barn that were presumably framed in 1801.
By 1811, the Fosters had erected at least one, but probably two more buildings on their
property, reflecting how their farmstead and family flourished in the first decade of the 19th
century. The May–June 1811 tax valuation from FamilySearch indicates one additional building
was a second barn. Worth noting is that on the page where William is listed, houses and barns
were the only building columns listed; on other pages, the assessor also counted “shops and out
houses of the value of 20 or more.” Consequently, the possibility remains that William owned
other buildings since a lack of data on his page does not necessarily reflect absence. I return to
this issue in a moment.
The 1811 record was also unique from other records because the assessor rated the
quality of houses on a scale from 1 to 8 and barns on a scale from 1 to 3, writing curt entries such
as “No. 8, Old,” “No. 6, Finished,” and “No. 2, 2/3 Finished.” For both building types, a rating of 1
was the best. Barn quality hinged primarily on size; if over 40 by 30 ft they were 1st class, if equal
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to 40 by 30 ft they were 2nd class, and if under 40 by 30 ft they were 3rd class. William Foster’s
barn unfortunately received no rating (the column was blank), but his house rated a 6. Many other
houses—about 28% of those rated—merited a 6 as well. Although a 6 of 8 is not a particularly
high ranking, most houses (51%) ranked lower. Since the assessor noted that “7th” quality
houses had two rooms and those rated “8th” had only one, “6th” houses may have been more
finished or had more than two rooms.
Tax records for 1811 retrieved from the Massachusetts State Library’s Special
Collections complicate the emerging portrait of the Foster Farmstead further. In contrast to the
FamilySearch tax record which documented a house and two barns in 1811, the other valuation
listed a single house and barn, and a shop and a building “of the value of $50 and upwards.” As
noted above, a lack of data does not necessarily denote a lack of a particular type of property; tax
records offer partial glimpses into the built environment and material world of the frontier through
the eyes of a particular assessor. As a result, the discrepancy between these records could
simply reflect the limited categories originally included in the FamilySearch version; the shop
could have existed but not been counted because the assessor had no “shops” column on that
particular page. Alternatively, lacking a category for “other” buildings, perhaps the assessor
lumped the building worth more than $50 into the barn tally if it functioned as a shed, for example.
Assuming the data are correct, the shop owned by the Fosters was likely William’s
blacksmith shop, where he “did a large business” (Noyes 1792:121). He produced “axes, both
broad and narrow, and other edge-tools, hoes, pitchforks, ox-chains, and plow-irons, for those
were the days of clumsy wooden plows… and other articles which were rudely manufactured in
comparison with those of our day,” but still valuable to any frontier community (Hosmer 1886:51).
Agrarian Landscape (1792–1811)
As the built environment changed, so too did some of the landholdings (Table 8.1). Tax
records indicate the Fosters consistently had more improved land than most inhabitants. While
households typically had 1–2 acres of tillage, the Fosters cultivated 4 acres between 1792 and
1811 and grew crops such as corn, barley, and peas and beans, reaping larger harvests over
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time. They also maintained 20 acres of mowing and 12 acres of pasture in 1792, more than most
households which had no more than 10 acres of either mowing or pasture regardless of year. In
1801, they claimed 15 acres of mowing, less than in 1792 but still more than most, plus 20 acres
of pasture and 20 acres of woodland. By 1811, they had no woodland, but they had doubled their
mowing and pasture acreage, owning 30 acres of mowing and 40 acres of pasture. Since pasture
increased by 20 acres after 1801, the data suggest the household may have converted their 20
acres of woodland to pasture. In total, they had improved about 74 acres of their 200-acre
farmstead (37%) by 1811. As mentioned in Chapter 6, they consistently improved their tillage and
hay production and yield per acre through time.
Table 8.1: Property of William Foster documented in tax valuations from Deer Isle.
Sources: FamilySearch (1792 and 1811) and the Massachusetts State Library (MSL) (1801
and 1811). Except where noted, all 1811 data is from the FamilySearch record.
Property & Production
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled
Bushels of grain
Bushels of grain per acre of tillage
Acres of English and upland mowing
including orcharding mowed
Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will keep, with the afterfeed
of the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can
“keep”
Acres of woodland, exclusive of pasture land
inclosed [sic]
Acres of unimproved land
Acres of land unimprovable
Acres of land used for roads
Oxen, 4 years old and upwards
Steers and cows, 3 years old and upwards
One-year-old neat cattle
Horses, 3 years old and upwards
Swine, 6 months and upwards

1792
4
40
10

1801
4
45
11.25

1811
4
661
16.5

20

15

30

15
0.75

12
0.8

25
0.83

12

20

40

No Data

7

102

No Data

0.35

0.25

No Data

20

0

No Data
No Data
No Data
2
10
No Data
0
3

83
50
8
2
8
No Data
1
2

1263
0
0
4
10
5
2
3

Notes:
1 1811 barley data from the MSL record since it was missing from the FamilySearch version
2 1811 data from the MSL record since it was missing from the FamilySearch version
3 The Massachusetts State Library tax record listed 100 acres as unimproved and 26
acres as unimprovable
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Family Diffusion and Division of the Farmstead (1795–1828)
From 1811 onward, the household dwindled in size as William and Mary’s children came
of age and moved out. The exodus resumed with both Samuel H. and Susannah leaving that year
but remaining in Deer Isle; Samuel married Mary Howard and purchased a 4.5-acre lot
neighboring the Foster Farmstead to the north (HCRD Book 64:36), and Susannah married John
Howard Jr. at 19. William and Mary’s other children moved out in succession: John was listed
separately on a Deer Isle tax list starting in 1813, Aaron in 1815, Joseph S. in 1816, and Charles
in 1819 (Noyes 1949:126–127). With the four eldest children—William, Mary, Samuel H., and
Susannah—living locally, Aaron and perhaps his older brother John tried their luck together in
Triadelphia in Ohio County in what was then Virginia. Aaron was a yeoman like his father and
according to the 1850 US Census, John may have been a storekeeper (HCRD Book 127:430).
Joseph and Charles, the next youngest, disappeared soon after they appeared in Deer Isle
records, both dying days apart in 1822 (Noyes 1949:127). The youngest children—Henry and
Oliver S.—are largely absent from the Deer Isle documentary record as well, but not because
they died young (Noyes 1949:127). Henry apparently leaned into his Eastern frontier roots and
moved further Downeast to the town of Lubec in Washington County, Maine where he was a
yeoman, whereas Oliver retreated south to Boston to work as a machinist (HCRD Book 49:279;
HCRD Book 86:81). When they departed Deer Isle is unclear, but Noyes (1972:123) surmises
that William’s “family were probably well off his hands, his hired men dismissed and he was ready
to retire” by 1821 when his polls were “reduced to a single one” in tax records for the first time.
Despite their household dwindling in size as their children became adults and dispersed
in the early 19th century, the Fosters kept their lands intact. Based on deeds from the Hancock
County Registry, except for when he sold his half of Black Island to Thomas Conary in 1795 for
$50, William did not sell any of their farmstead lands until 1825 when he was 72 years old (HCRD
Book 4:135–136). In 1820, he added to his landholdings, purchasing on July 6 th the 4.5-acre lot
that bordered his property to the north for $50 from his second-eldest son Samuel H. who then
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worked as a “labourer.” The lot also had “a dwelling house thereon standing” (HCRD Book
40:449).
When William finally subdivided and sold part of the farmstead on August 8, 1825, he
sold 9 acres for $130 to his youngest son Oliver S. Foster, the machinist of Boston (HCRD Book
49:279). In the deed, William identifies as a yeoman rather than blacksmith, suggesting by then
he had retired from that trade (Noyes 1949:123). The lot conveyed to Oliver,
nine acres more or less, being part of the farm on which the said William now
lives and butts and bounds as follows, viz. beginning on the line between the said
William’s farm and land owned by Robert Campbell on the East side of the town
road, then runs East by said Campbell’s land 50 rods to a stake and stones, then
due North 24 rods to a stone wall on the South side of the lane which leads from
the town road to said William’s house, thence Westerly by said lane and stone
wall 54 rods more or less to said town road, then by said town road Southerly 30
rods more or less to the bounds first began at (HCRD Book 49:279).
The deed, in addition to outlining Oliver’s property, offers insight into the structural elements and
layout of William’s farm. In particular, a lane connecting William’s house to the town road
(present-day Reach Road) is mentioned, as well as stone walls and piles that functioned as
boundary markers.
Beyond maintaining their roughly 200-acre farmstead through 1825, the Fosters
continued to improve their land in that timeframe. William’s probate from when he died on
November 1, 1828—the year when a “very fatal” diphtheria epidemic prevailed in Deer Isle and
killed about 60 residents—reveals the Fosters had converted most their property to improved land
(Hancock Registry of Probate in Ellsworth, Maine [HCRP] Folder 888 1; Hosmer 1886:218;
Rittenhouse 1998:17). According to his probate inventory, the Fosters owned a total of 190
improved acres: 40 acres of mowing and tillage worth $320 ($8/acre) plus 150 acres of
pastureland worth $450 ($3/acre). While the mowing and tillage acreage is comparable to that

William Foster’s probate records are currently filed in two folders at the HCRP and on the Maine Probate
website (https://www.maineprobate.net/search/). Folder 888 contains only records for William Foster of
Deer Isle, but Folder 1318 includes records for both William Foster of Deer Isle and William Foster of
Castine, a merchant. Since no documents for William Foster of Castine are in Folder 888, I surmise this is
where all probate documents relating to William Foster of Deer Isle should be.
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recorded in 1811 (30 acres mowing plus four acres tillage), their pasture acreage more than
tripled between 1811 and 1828.
Driving the increase in pasture was likely the size of their livestock herd. Unlike tax
records which count only some types—mainly horses, oxen, cows, and swine—William’s probate
lists in detail which animals comprised their herd in 1828 (Figure 8.2). The probate enumerates
69 animals, including one “old” ox aged 11 years and worth $17, two mature oxen aged five years
and worth $40 total, five cows worth $54, four heifers worth $26, two steers worth $32, one bull
worth $7, 30 “old” sheep worth $45, 21 lambs worth $21, one horse worth $5, and two geese

Figure 8.2: Livestock listed in William Foster’s probate in 1828.
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worth $1. In total, the live “stock” was worth $248, more than all of William’s personal property
combined (Table 8.2). The mere presence of this many animals reaffirms that boundaries,
whether stone walls or fences, would have been an important part of the Foster Farmstead
landscape. If not corralled, livestock posed a threat not only to the owner’s crops, but also to
those of neighbors (Cronon 1983:134).
In terms of the built environment, William’s probate documents only list three buildings on
the farmstead: a house worth $250 and two barns worth $30 and $20, respectively. Given the
size of their herd, it makes sense that the Fosters had two barns. The probate data therefore lend
some credence to the 1811 tax record retrieved from FamilySearch that documented two barns
on the property. The final piece of real estate included in the probate was found not on the farm,
but on the church property. William owned a pew, which at $40 was more highly valued than
either of their barns and worth as much as two 5-year-old oxen or 5 acres of mowing.
In addition to documenting changes in the farmstead landscape since 1811, the probate
inventory provides a glimpse into the Fosters’ house and other buildings. In total, William’s
personal estate was worth $172.82 and included 223 articles ranging from furniture, books, and
pans to sheep shears, quilts, and candlesticks (see Table 8.2). Agricultural tools, including 2
scythes and snaths (shafts), 2 plows, 1 yoke, 1 old cart, 1 harrow, and 2 pitchforks, accounted for
only 4% of his personal estate by count, but 8% by value. The only other categories where count
was inversely proportional to value was for blacksmithing tools (e.g., anvil, vise; 1% of the
personal estate by count and 5% by value), household production items (e.g., churn, spinning
wheel, loom; 2% of the personal estate by count and 5% by value), bedding (27% of the personal
estate by count and 49% by value), and home furnishings (e.g., carpets, a clock; 2% by count
and 6% by value). The data therefore confirm that, predictably, tools and items used in household
production generally were highly valued, as were essential comfort items like blankets and
potentially decorative furnishings like carpets.
As William’s estate was processed, census records suggest Mary lived with Samuel H.
and his household rather than her eldest son William. In 1830, she would have been 69, and the
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Table 8.2: William Foster’s probate inventory with 1828 monetary values.

Category
Personal Estate
Agricultural
Bedding
Blacksmithing
Books
Fire-related
Food Preparation
Food Storage
Furniture
Home Furnishings
Household Production
Household Storage
Kitchen Linens
Laundry
Lighting
Measurement
Miscellaneous
Personal
Spoons
Tableware
Teaware
Real Estate
Structures
Church Pew
Improved Land
Stock
Cattle
Geese
Horse
Sheep
Wearing Apparel
Coat
Pantaloons
Shirts
Waistcoat
Shirt & Waistcoat, Old Drawers & Vest
Grand Total

321

Count
223
9
61
2
1
5
31
5
20
4
5
2
8
3
4
1
9
3
12
21
17
194
3
1
190
69
15
2
1
51
14
5
4
1
3
1
500

Value
$172.82
$13.95
$84.60
$8.50
$1.50
$3.77
$7.80
$2.39
$13.00
$10.00
$9.34
$1.25
$1.55
$0.79
$0.50
$0.50
$5.65
$1.54
$1.63
$2.39
$2.19
$1,110.00
$300.00
$40.00
$770.00
$248.00
$176.00
$1.00
$5.00
$66.00
$21.20
$11.00
$4.90
$1.50
$3.55
$0.25
$1,552.02

census that year counts one woman between 60 and 70 living with Samuel, his wife, two teens
between 15 and 20 years old, a girl between 10 and 15 years old, and a boy between 5 and 10
years old.
Between 1829 and 1831, Mary made at least four 25-mile trips to Castine to appear in
probate court. For each trip, she requested from Judge of Probate Job Nelson a $6 allowance
from the estate. On November 2, 1831, three years after William’s death, Mary petitioned Judge
Nelson for “her wearing apparel, and such further necessaries, as in your discretion, you made
judge mete and proper” (HCRP Folder 888). That day, Judge Nelson granted Mary $200 to be
“received by her in such articles as she may choose in that amount” from William’s personal
estate based on the inventory appraisal. When viewed in terms of the entire estate, which was
worth $1,552.02 including real estate, personal estate, wearing apparel, and stock, $200 seems a
paltry sum. When viewed in terms of the personal estate, however, Mary could have claimed all
of William’s effects with her $200 allowance with money to spare. What she ultimately claimed
goes undocumented but suffice it to say she had capital at her disposal and was not left bereft
after 50 years of marriage.
Other widows and families were not so fortunate, and some estates were even insolvent.
For example, Joseph Colby Jr., another Deer Isle yeoman, owed over $1,500 (HCRP Folder
1429). He had been a “young settler” of “large stature and great physical strength” who farmed
and operated a sawmill but became “worn out sooner in life than many men much weaker
physically” because he “often overtaxed it” (Hosmer 1886:119–120, 159–160). On his death, his
administratrix and widow, Eunice (Thurlow), was rightly “apprehensive” about settling his account
because working hard did not necessarily guarantee fiscal security (HCRP Folder 1429).
What becomes clear is that upon his death, William Foster left his family relatively wellprepared for the future, with sound finances and a large farmstead containing much improved
land and several buildings. After Mary died on May 17, 1834, the remainder of the estate was
divided among William’s heirs (Noyes 1949:121). Although eight children were still living at the
time, the estate was split seven ways according to the petition Samuel H. Foster filed on October
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1, 1834. In the petition, he “prays” that Judge Nelson grants a warrant to “suitable persons” to
apportion the estate, as he is “desirous of holding and possessing in severalty” his “one seventh
part” (HCRP Folder 888). Subsequent land deeds indicate Lot 1 was drawn by William Jr., Lot 2
by Henry, Lot 3 by Aaron, Lot 4 by Samuel H., Lot 5 by Oliver, Lot 6 by Mary, and Lot 7 by
Susannah. John, for whom records are sparse, apparently did not receive a share, perhaps dying
before the farmstead was divided or having been written out of William’s will.
The Foster Farmstead: The Next Generations
With William and Mary’s estate divided among their children, the farmstead landscape
became an increasingly complex palimpsest of boundaries as they sold, subdivided, and
sometimes combined their shares through time. William Jr. and Samuel H. were the only Foster
children to occupy their farmstead lands, so by the mid-19th century, the “real estate of Mr. Foster
[was] only in part occupied by his descendants” (Hosmer 1886:52). As different families and
generations occupied Foster lands, they likely modified the landscape as they saw fit, building,
expanding, and moving structures, adjusting and constructing new boundary lines, disposing of
trash in different places, and more. Household succession thus emerges as an “important catalyst
of landscape change” at the Foster Farmstead from 1783 through the 19th century (Groover
2004:25).
Given the original proportions of William and Mary Foster’s lot, which like other long lots
was longer from east to west than north to south, the parcels their heirs inherited were long and
thin, stretching about 300 rods (nearly a mile) from the coast inland (Figure 8.3). This design

Figure 8.3: Map of historic and modern boundaries at the Foster Farmstead. Source: Maine
GeoLibrary, “Maine Parcels Organized Towns,” 2020.
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maximized coastal access, ensuring that each lot had between 13 and 18 rods of shoreline on
Eggemoggin Reach to the east, and provided each lot with access to Reach Road, which
bisected the farmstead running roughly north-south. The lots typically encompassed 25 to 30
acres and were numbered from north to south starting with 1. In what follows, I use deeds to trace
the history of the farmstead lands through the 20th century (Figure 8.4–Figure 8.5). For each lot, I
summarize at the end how boundaries shifted and how the built environment evolved through
time as features like houses were added and removed.
Lot 1 (c. 1834–1943)
William Jr. and his wife Lydia (George) initially occupied Lot 1, the northernmost parcel,
which contained 30 acres and a house and barn by 1843. William Jr. self-identified as a
blacksmith, but the presence of the barn suggests their household engaged in agricultural
activities as well (HCRD Book 79:200). In 1843, William Jr. sold Lot 1—the “homestead lot on
which I now live”—to their son George W. Foster for $400. George presumably lived on the
property with his wife Margaret (Carter), whom he married in 1842. While he suffered from
rheumatism, George initially worked as a blacksmith and farmed like his father and grandfather
(HCRD Book 79:200; Noyes 1949:130).
Five years later, on June 23, 1848, George sold the property back to his father William Jr.
for $500, which reflects the occasionally back-and-forth nature of interfamilial land exchange
(Hoffmann 2007:54). Upon reacquiring the lot, William was living with John B. and Lucinda
(Freethy) Carter’s family in Deer Isle, being counted in the 1850 census as part of their household
(Noyes 1949:128). The Carters would have been extended family assuming this John B. was the
same John B. Carter who was William Jr.’s daughter-in-law Margaret’s brother (Noyes 1949:130).
They likely lived together on Lot 1, for a map of Deer Isle in 1860 by H. F. Walling shows a “Mrs.
Carter” living on what would have been Lot 1 (Figure 8.6).
Prior to his death in 1860, William Jr. made at least one more land transaction involving
Lot 1 that was documented by deeds. On December 7, 1858, he and Lucinda F. Carter sold a
“strip being one hundred twenty rods long or thereabouts and being nearly three rods in width at
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Figure 8.4: Chart of property division for the northern half of the Foster Farmstead,
including Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, through the 1900s.
325

Figure 8.5: Chart of property division for the southern half of the Foster Farmstead,
including Lots 5, 6, and 7 plus the 9-acre lot, through the 1900s.
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Figure 8.6: Nineteenth- and 20th-century maps of houses on what was once the Foster
Farmstead in northeast Deer Isle. Sources: (A) Library of Congress Geography and Map
Division Washington, DC, “Topographical Map of Hancock County, Maine” by H. F.
Walling, (B) Digital Maine Repository, Hancock County Atlas 1881:58–59, (C) USGS, “Deer
Isle Quadrangle, 1904” and (D) USGS, “Deer Isle Quadrangle, 1944.”
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the western end – and terminating in a point or nearly so at the highway” to Charles Torrey for
$20 (HCRD Book 112:244–245). No acreage was mentioned, but this tract was a sliver of land at
the northern margin of Lot 1. William transferred the slice because he technically owned “said
strip in the fields” of Torrey and Francis F. Johnson since the northern boundary of his property
was not “on the true line,” with the stone wall and fence standing too far south (HCRD Book
112:244). This sale essentially was a formality, for his neighbors seemingly already used the
piece of land. The deed therefore illustrates how boundaries physically constructed in the
landscape did not exactly mirror those initially committed to paper via maps and property deeds.
Beyond outlining the land transaction, the deed suggests that William likely shared or had
otherwise transferred his right to Lot 1 to Lucinda by 1858. Regarding the sliver of land, it says
the tract was “conveyed by the said William Foster to said Lucinda F. Carter,” which indicates he
had already bequeathed at least some land to her, although I have been unable to find deeds on
record. Why William transferred land to Lucinda, as opposed to Lucinda and her husband John B.
Carter, is also unclear. (John was apparently alive in 1860, as he was counted in the census.)
While I lack a deed or probate to prove William Jr. ultimately conveyed Lot 1 to Lucinda,
ten years after William’s death, Lucinda went on to sell a 30-acre lot that sounds identical to Lot 1
given its size, shape, and location. This deed from November 3, 1870 describes the lot as being
300 by 16 rods and bounded by land of “the late Nathan Low” to the west, land of Henry Foster to
the south, and the “tide waters of the Reach” on the east (HCRD Book 138:255). She sold this
lot—“excepting land sold [to] Charles S. Torrey and the burying ground on the premises 20 feet
by 30 feet”—to Amos Torrey Jr. for $600. Included in the sale were “the buildings thereon
standing, being the homestead of said Lucinda” (HCRD Book 138:255). This means Lucinda and
her household occupied Lot 1 for at least 20 years, from at least 1850 until 1870. By 1880,
Lucinda and John B. Carter reappear in the census in Brooklin, Maine.
After Amos Torrey Jr. purchased the property, he sold it to his sister Martha J. C. Torrey
on February 17, 1874 for $600 (HCRD Book 150:38). Martha and her husband, John B. Baldwin,
in turn sold it to her brother Stedman F. Torrey on December 15, 1900 for $200 (HCRD Book
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363:276–278). He passed the land on to his wife, Mercy H., who then bequeathed it to their
daughter Etta F. (Torrey) Bevan. She in turn sold it to her sister Ruth Torrey on January 27, 1943
(HCRD Book 690:171–172).
Summary
Lot 1 thus remained largely intact from the early 19th through the early 20th century.
From 1834 through 1848, the 30-acre parcel was passed back and forth between William Jr. and
his son George, then seemingly held until 1870 by Lucinda Carter, with whom William Jr. lived in
his later years. From then on, through at least 1943, the property was transferred between
members of the Torrey family.
In terms of landscape features, the deeds indicate that at least one house and barn were
present on Lot 1 by 1843. The house and barn remained standing through at least 1848, when
George sold the property back to William Jr. After that, deeds typically refer to “buildings” more
generally on the property, so knowing which specific buildings persisted in the landscape is
difficult. For example, Lucinda Carter’s “homestead” in 1870 could have included the house built
prior to 1843 or been a separate construction. As a result, the minimum number of houses on the
property is one for the period between 1843 and 1870.
In addition to the homestead, a 20’ by 30’ burial ground existed on the property by 1870
when Lucinda sold the lot to Amos Torrey. Since earlier deeds between William Jr. and his son
George do not mention a burial ground, perhaps the Foster and/or Carter families established
cemetery sometime after 1848 and before 1870. The deeds also attest to boundaries that
crisscrossed the landscape, both stone walls and fences. In particular, the deed from 1858
describes how a stone wall and fence along the northern edge of Lot 1 was placed south of the
actual boundary line.
Lot 2 (c. 1834–1945)
To the south of Lot 1 was Lot 2, which was approximately 300 by 16 rods and contained
27 acres and 64 rods. Henry Foster inherited the tract from William Foster’s estate, but because
he was a yeoman living in Lubec with his wife Ann, he sold his share to his nephew George W.
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Foster for $102 on December 13, 1847 (HCRD Book 86:81). This meant that for about six months
between 1847 and 1848, William Jr.’s son George held Lots 1 and 2, totaling roughly 57 acres,
about a quarter of the original Foster Farmstead. George also held his uncle Henry’s share of the
original 1.5-acre house lot occupied by William and Mary, including “one seventh part of the
house and one seventh part of the farm thereon standing” (HCRD Book 86:81).
While George sold Lot 1 back to his father in June 1848, he and Margaret lived in a
house on Lot 2 east of Reach Road and kept his uncle Henry’s property intact until 1859 (see
Figure 8.4). On November 3, 1859, he sold 3 acres along the western edge of Reach Road “on
the west side of the parcel near [his] house” to Solomon B. Greenlaw, a seaman of Deer Isle, for
$45 (HCRD Book 110:191–192; HCRD Book 557:294–295).
Like Lot 1, this 3-acre section of Lot 2 quickly became Torrey land. On June 3, 1863,
Solomon B. Greenlaw sold the parcel for $45 to Deer Isle mariner Amos Torrey, Sr. (HCRD Book
122:286). Amos then presumably bequeathed the land to his son and estate executor, Stedman
F. Torrey, for Stedman’s wife Mercy H. ultimately inherited the title (HCRD Book 363:184). Mercy
next gave the property to her daughter, Etta F. (Torrey) Bevan, who sold it to her sister Ruth
Torrey along with most of Lot 1 in 1943 (HCRD Book 690:171–172; HCRD Book 1136:649).
Today, evidence of how Lot 1 and the adjacent 3 acres of Lot 2 were combined by the Torreys
remains visible in property maps. To the west of Reach Road, modern parcel 013-016 is shaped
like a cleaver in part because the rectangular 3-acre block of Lot 2 was combined with the long
and thin Lot 1 to the north (see Figure 8.3).
The remainder of Lot 2 was owned by the Fosters’ descendants or their spouses until
1967. In 1870, the census indicates George’s real estate was worth $400. After he died of cancer
in 1887, George bequeathed the remainder of Lot 2 in “the probate of [his] will” to his nephew
William A. Foster of Sandwich, Massachusetts on February 13, 1889 (HCRD Book 557:294–295;
HCRP Folder 4806; Noyes 1949:130). He probably left the estate to his nephew since his wife
Margaret had predeceased him in 1885 and census records indicate they had no children (Noyes
1949:130).
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The son of George’s brother David, William A. continued to live in Sandwich but held Lot
2 until December 4, 1920 when he sold “the greater portion” to Sumer S. Foster of Boston for
“one dollar and other valuable considerations” (HCRD Book 557:294–295). The valuable
considerations may have been that Sumner was his second cousin; he was the son of Charles
Stanford Hunt Foster, who was son of Samuel H. Foster who inherited Lot 4 from his father,
pioneer William Foster (Noyes 1949:137–139). Sumner would maintain Lot 2 until 1945 when he
died.
By extension, Sumner also “at one time owned the house of George Foster (b. 1811)
which was torn down and carried to Harbor Island, off Naskeag,” according to Noyes (1949:135).
Elsewhere in the Foster genealogy Noyes (1949:130) writes that John B. Carter’s house on Lot 1
was likewise “taken down and moved to Harbor Island,” where John originally lived. While in
theory both houses could have been transferred, that Lucinda and John’s house was moved
makes more sense considering John’s ties to the island and that they are counted in the Brooklin
census in 1880. No matter what happened to George’s house, Noyes implies it remained
standing through 1920.
In addition to acquiring the lion’s share of Lot 2, Sumner S. Foster also acquired Lots 3
and 4. Since the history of Lot 2 is entangled with these other lots during the 20th century, I next
outline the joint history of Lots 3 and 4, explaining how Sumner came to acquire these parcels,
and then discuss how he dispensed with the property after 1945.
Lot 3 (c. 1834–1837)
South of Lot 2 was Lot 3 owned by Aaron Foster. Like his brother Henry, Aaron lived out
of state, working as a yeoman in Triadelphia. As a result, he sold his share, which encompassed
27 acres and 62 rods, to his older brother Samuel H. Foster for $105 on February 6, 1837 (HCRD
127:430–431). In selling his share of the farmstead, Aaron also released to Samuel H. his
“undivided seventh part” of William and Mary Foster’s 1.5-acre house lot with a “dwelling house,
barn, and blacksmith shop thereon standing” (HCRD 127:430–431). This deed gives the clearest
account of the buildings comprising the original house lot on the Foster Farmstead.
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Lot 4 (c. 1834–1837)
Before Samuel H. Foster acquired Lot 3 and Aaron’s share of the house lot, he inherited
Lot 4, which spanned about 29 acres, plus his own one-seventh share of the house lot from
William Foster’s estate around 1834 (HCRP Folder 888; HCRD Book 127:430–431; HCRD Book
548:392–393). He also inherited the 4.5-acre lot to the north of the Foster Farmstead that he first
purchased in 1814 and sold to his father in 1820 (HCRD Book 64:36; HCRD Book 40:449).
Lots 3 and 4 (c. 1837–1945)
While Samuel H. subsequently sold that 4.5-acre lot with the house and barn to Hans
Johnson on September 16, 1836 for $150, he held both Lots 3 and 4 throughout his life. He kept
the parcels intact, although on June 9, 1837 he mortgaged to “the Inhabitants of the Town of Deer
Isle” a poorly defined tract of land that apparently encompassed part of Lots 4 and 5 for $30
(HCRD Book 65:99–100). The mortgage deed includes no rod measurements, referencing only
neighboring Lot 6 to the south, the “highway” to the west, Lot 3 to the north, and salt water to the
east. The plot of land therefore must have included the portion of Lots 4 and 5 east of Reach
Road. Samuel H. presumably “well and truly [paid]” the Deer Isle inhabitants their $30 “on or
before the first day of March next with interest,” for he continued living on the property until his
death on March 19, 1843 (HCRD Book 65:99–100; Noyes 1949:132).
Samuel H., like his father William, was a farmer and blacksmith and “was an excellent
man” (Pierce 1899:646; Noyes 1949:132). With the help of his wife Mary (Howard), Samuel
operated a small farm on their roughly 56-acre property “but was not over industrious” (HCRD
Book 548:393–393; Noyes 1949:132). They had four children: Mary Ellen born on February 24,
1812, Sarah Twing born October 16, 1816, William Henry born July 14, 1823, and Charles
Stanford Hunt, born April 5, 1832 (Noyes 1949:134–135, 137). Their household “had a neat
streak,” valuing “tidiness and cleanliness” (Noyes 1949:132). In addition to farming and
blacksmithing, Samuel H. was influential in town because he followed in his father’s footsteps and
served on town committees (Noyes 1949:132). In particular, he was a field driver, fence viewer,
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surveyor of highways, and on the school committee periodically between 1817 and 1840 (Noyes
1949:132).
After Samuel H. died in 1843, his four children inherited his estate, including Lots 3 and
4. Census records from 1850 confirm that his widow Mary “continued [living] in the old home” on
the Foster property with three of their children, William Henry (age 27), Charles (age 19), and
Sarah T. (Foster) Smith (age 33) and her two children (Noyes 1949:133).
This “old home” in which widow Mary and her descendants resided likely corresponds
with the original house built by pioneers William and Mary Foster, which was on Lot 6. Despite all
seven shares of the historic house lot being conveyed to Francis Torrey in 1846 by deeds (HCRD
Book 102:349–351), Noyes (1972:137) asserts that three generations—specifically Samuel H.,
his son Charles S. H., and his grandson Sumner S. Foster—“were all b[orn] in the old Foster
house that was torn down before 1875.” Even though the deeds seemingly contradict Noyes,
maps from 1860 and 1881 (see Figure 8.6) support his claims that Fosters continued living there.
The 1860 map shows Francis Torrey lived close to Reach Road on Lots 6, whereas C. Foster
(probably Charles) lived to the east near the shore. The 1881 map again depicts both houses on
Lot 6, but the Foster house is now labeled “Foster Hrs.” Even if the house was no longer standing
by 1881, the map confirms the heirs maintained an enduring connection to that house beyond
1846. Thus, the preponderance of archival evidence suggests Samuel H.’s widow Mary occupied
the original Foster house with her son Charles at least through the birth of his son Sumner on
May 3, 1866. If they did not occupy the original house lot as the 1846 deed suggests, then Mary’s
“old home” probably was a different residence established by Samuel H. and their household
somewhere on Lot 3 or 4.
Regardless of where exactly Mary lived, census records show she continued living there
through at least 1860 with her youngest son Charles S. H., his spouse Annie S. (Ware), and her
daughter Sarah T. and her two children (Noyes 1949:133). Meanwhile, the census records reveal
her eldest son William H. established his own household north of the “old home” sometime after
1850 and before 1860.
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“North” on Lots 3 and 4
William H. probably moved out and built his house “on the old family homestead,”
perhaps on Lot 3, around 1851 when he married Martha A. (Grindle) (Noyes 1949:135). William
H. was a “common laborer” and farmed, occupying the property in Deer Isle throughout his life.
He and Martha had five children together after 1855, three of whom survived to adulthood and
moved away (Noyes 1949:136).
Together, William and Martha operated a productive household on the old Foster
Farmstead. Between 1860 and 1870, the census indicates they doubled the value of their real
and personal estate; in 1860, their real and personal estate was worth $150 and $75,
respectively, but by 1870, the value had doubled to $300 and $150, respectively. By 1870, they
also counted among their household a 15-year-old housekeeper Ellen Smith, perhaps because
Martha was unwell, being marked “invalid” (Noyes 1949:135). After 1870, Mary Ellen moved out
and William’s mother Mary joined their household, living with them until she died in 1882 at age
90. Five years later, in 1887, Martha died in their home at age 59 (Noyes 1949:132, 135; US
Census 1870, 1880).
Prior to her death, in 1879, Martha had acquired from her sister-in-law Sarah T. Smith a
one-quarter share in Samuel H.’s estate for $25. Consequently, William H. probably inherited this
share after she died, which when combined with his own share, meant he owned a half interest in
Lots 3 and 4 from 1887 until 1895 when he died.
His half share, in turn, was split amongst his three children: George S., Henry A., and
Judson T.; each in succession sold his or her share. Judson sold his share to his uncle Charles
S. H. Foster on March 11, 1896, who eventually sold it to his son Sumner S. Foster on January
19, 1911 (HCRD Book 304:155; HCRD Book 478:12). George S. next sold his share directly to
his cousin Sumner S. Foster on October 18, 1918 (HCRD Book 544:142). Finally, Henry A.’s
share was sold to Sumner by his remarried widow Jessie Martin. After his death in 1915, Jessie
sold his title to Sumner for $66.66 on September 3, 1919, along with the share their two sons
acquired for $33.33 (HCRD Book 548:392–395).
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“South” on Lots 3 and 4
South of William H. Foster lived his brother Charles S. H. and his wife Annie. Charles
was a seaman and “common laborer” who was “very ingenious with tools, seemingly an inherited
trait from his ancestors” (Noyes 1949:137). He and Annie moved out of Mary’s “old home” and
established their own household sometime between 1860 and 1870, perhaps on Lot 4. According
to Noyes (1972:137), their house was “the most prominent and nearest one to the Reach road on
the Foster property.” In 1870, the census reveals their real estate was worth $300 and their
personal estate $100, roughly equal to that of his older brother William H. Foster.
Charles and Annie had two children: the already mentioned Sumner, born in 1866, and
Nellie Hunt, born on November 2, 1870 (Noyes 1949:139). While little is written about Nellie’s
childhood, Noyes (1972:139) discusses Sumner’s upbringing in Deer Isle and thereby offers
insight into activity on the property during the late 19th century. Like his pioneering greatgrandparents, Sumner fished and farmed from an early age but did so as he attended school. His
mother, Annie, died when he was 14 (in 1880) and his father Charles S. H. was often gone for
long stretches of time “following the sea,” but Sumner managed to attend one term of high school.
He eventually became a teacher and briefly taught in Maine, then moved to Boston and found a
job as bookkeeper “without any assistance whatsoever” (Noyes 1949:139).
Shortly thereafter, in 1889, his father Charles S. H. conveyed to Sumner his one-quarter
share in Lots 3 and 4 (HCRD Book 235:12). Charles then acquired from his sister Mary E.
(Foster) Sawyer her share one-quarter share in 1893 (HCRD Book 547:461). As the property
shares changed hands within the family, Charles probably continued living in the “prominent”
house near Reach Road until he died in 1915 (Noyes 1949:135).
Sumner continued living primarily in Boston, shifting careers several times, working as a
letter-carrier and police officer (Noyes 1949:139). In the summers, however, he and his family
returned to the Foster property in Deer Isle. Between 1893 when he first acquired his father’s
share and 1919 when he acquired his cousin Henry A.’s share, Sumner had managed to amass a
seven-eighths share in Lots 3 and 4. In particular, he accumulated a one-fourth share from his
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father Charles S.H., a one-half share from his cousins (William H.’s children), and presumably a
one-eighth share after Charles died and his remaining one-quarter share (which previously
belonged to his sister Mary E.) was split between Sumner and his sister Nellie.
Since Nellie never had children or sold her share, Sumner in effect inherited the totality of
Lots 3 and 4 (Noyes 1949:139). When he visited in the summers, he occupied his father’s house,
and by virtue of the deeds, he also owned his uncle William H.’s house (Noyes 1949:135). A year
after Sumner consolidated his interest in Lots 3 and 4, he acquired “the greater portion” of Lot 2
from his second cousin, William A. As a result, in 1920 Sumner acquired George Foster’s house
as well.
Lots 2, 3, and 4 (1945–2020)
During Sumner’s tenure, Lots 2, 3, and 4 remained intact. Upon his death in 1945, his
second wife, Nettie B. Dobbin Foster, inherited all his real and personal estate. His will allocated
$2,000 in trust to defray her expenses associated with maintaining the property and gave her
permission “to cut such amount of standing timber… to meet any deficiency” in funds (HCRD
Book 703:79). This suggests that some woods on the property had regenerated over the course
of the 19th century.
Upon the death of Nettie, Sumner’s will granted a “half interest” in the property to his two
sons, Howard G. and Frederick S. Foster, born of his first marriage (HCRD Book 703:79). In
keeping with Sumner’s wish that the “real estate in Deer Isle… be kept in the Foster family as
long as possible,” Howard then sold his share to his brother Frederick S. on April 8, 1949 (HCRD
Book 703:79; HCRD Book 726:536).
With his brother’s share, Frederick S. now held full title to their father’s property, including
the “greater portion” of Lot 2, as well as Lots 3 and 4 “as set off in the division of [the] farm among
the heirs of William Foster” (HCRD Book 726:536). He and his wife Daisy M. (Hart) Foster then
sold the “greater portion” of Lots 2, 3, and 4 to George J. Haskell for $1 on May 22, 1956 (HCRD
Book 784:456–457). The next day on May 23, 1956, George J. Haskell sold it back to the Fosters
“as joint tenants not as tenants in common” for $1 (HCRD Book 784:457–458). Although this
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transfer appears to have been a formality so that the couple could own the whole property
together (rather than claiming individual shares as tenants in common), the day was the first in
over 150 years (c. 1783–1956) that a descendant of William and Mary Foster did not hold title to
this section of the historic farmstead.
In November 1967, Howard G. Foster and his wife Helen M. re-conveyed their property
rights to the now widowed Daisy M. (Hart) Foster for “one dollar and other valuable
considerations (but less than one hundred dollars)” (HCRD Book 1052:166–169). Howard and
Helen each withheld “all portions of Lots Nos. 2, 3, and 4, lying southerly of the so-called Reach
Road” and a parcel “one hundred (100) feet in width adjacent to the westerly boundary of Lot No.
2 and running from the Reach Road to Eggemoggin Reach.”
Modern property maps illustrate that the 100-foot-wide parcel connecting Reach Road
and Eggemoggin Reach outlined by Howard and Helen endures in the landscape as the 3.9-acre
Lot 013-018, running not along the western boundary of Lot 2, but along its northern boundary
(see Figure 8.3). If adjacent to the western boundary, the lot would have been oriented northsouth and failed to connect the road and the shore as the deed claimed.
Ultimately, Howard and Helen Foster seem to have surrendered their claim because
Daisy M. Foster held and sold Lots 2, 3, and 4, including the portions they had reserved. First, on
November 8, 1967, Daisy sold 26.2 acres east of Reach Road to Alfred W. and Gladys K. Esten
of Connecticut. According to the deed, she sold property that included most of Lots 2 and 3 east
of the road (HCRD Book 1052:170–172). The land the Estens purchased encompasses five
present-day lots: 013-019, 013-019-01, 013-019-02, 013-020, and 013-021, some of which I
surveyed as part of my archaeological research (see Figure 8.3).
The Estens subsequently divided their 26.2 acres, selling about 11.5 acres in total. In
1972, they sold the first 3.8 acres along the coast to Helen S. Taft. This tract constituted the
southeast corner of their lot and corresponds with modern Lot 013-020 (HCRD Book 1146:83–
85). In 1976, they sold 2.49 acres adjacent to Reach Road, which comprised the southwest
corner of their lot and included a large house, to Sebert Brewer Jr. and Barrett R. W. Brewer
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(HCRD Book 1262:459–461). In 1984, the Estens sold an additional 5.2 acres to the east of that
parcel to the Brewers (HCRD Book 1499:313–315). Modern lot 013-021, totaling about 7.7 acres,
represents the combined land sold to the Brewers.
The Estens deeded the remaining 14.7 acres to their family. In 1995, they transferred 6.8
acres to their daughter Barbara Ann and her husband Francis S. Barry, 4.1 acres along the coast
to their grandchildren Christopher Barry and Kathleen Barry-Piper, and another 4.1 acres along
the coast to their son Richard and his wife Edna Ann Esten (HCRD Book 2443:205–230). These
lots remain held in the family and align with modern Lots 013-019, 013-019-01, and 013-019-02,
respectively.
After selling land to the Estens, Daisy M. Foster established herself and her daughter
Lois V. Foster as co-owners of the remaining property, including the “First Lot”—the 100-foot wide
lot east of Reach Road and adjacent to the Estens’ northern property line—and the “Second
Lot”—the portion of historic Lots 3 and 4 west of Reach Road (HCRD Book 1204:741–743).
Between 1974 and 1980, Daisy and Lois exchanged the property a couple times, with Lois
ultimately dispensing of the land west of Reach Road first (HCRD Book 1269:648–649; HCRD
Book 1384:330–331).
In January 1985, Lois sold a 2-acre portion of the “Second Lot” adjacent to Reach Road
(part of historic Lots 3 and 4, according to deeds) to William Mor, followed by another tract of
undocumented size in October (HCRD Book 1525:143–143; HCRD Book 1557:500–501). She
sold the remainder of the “Second Lot” to William and Carolyn Greene Mor in 1988 (HCRD Book
1680:546). Lois maintained the remaining 3.98-acre lot until 1994, when she sold it to Robert W.
and Christina K. Harris and Jack C. Moser (HCRD Book 2304:258–259). The Harris-Moser group
also acquired modern Lot 013-015 from the Mors west of Reach Road.
Summary
Although I gloss over some of the land transactions involving Lots 2, 3, and 4 during the
late 20th century, the above history helps clarify how the Fosters divided and periodically
reconsolidated the property over time, consistently conveying these lands to their relatives or
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spouses until 1967. That the Fosters remained tethered to their family lands in Deer Isle, even as
much of the family lived elsewhere, underscores how the island town, like others along the Maine
coast, became a haven for seasonal visitors during the 19th and 20th centuries, a veritable
“Vacationland.”
The history of Lots 2, 3, and 4 also helps highlight how the present-day landscape is
necessarily contingent and layered, the result of past landholders and inhabitants reusing,
reconfiguring, and repartitioning the land over time. Beginning in the late 18th century, William
and Mary Foster began transforming the already anthropogenic landscape, probably cultivating or
using the land that became Lots 2, 3, and 4 as pasture. Their descendants—grandson George W.
Foster, who held Lot 2 through 1887, and son Samuel H. Foster, who held Lots 3 and 4 through
1843—continued agricultural activities on the property through the mid-19th century, but on a
smaller scale since they had title to only part of the original 200-acre farmstead lands.
In turn, George’s nephew William A. Foster and Samuel’s sons William H. and Charles S.
H. Foster interacted with the land to differing degrees. While William A. primarily visited Deer Isle,
William H. and Charles S. H. each built houses on the property. William H. pursued farming and
was a laborer, whereas Charles S. H. was a seaman and laborer. Since he was frequently away
at sea, his son Sumner worked the land on the property. Sumner eventually moved away, as did
the children of William H., reflecting how the emphasis on farming declined through time.
With each succeeding generation, the Foster Farmstead landscape became more
compartmentalized and the built landscape more elaborate as land was deeded or sold to family
members. In total, at least two houses existed on Lots 2, 3, and 4 by 1860 (see Figure 8.6). East
of Reach Road on historic Lot 2 was George’s house, which was probably occupied from about
1847 until 1887. To the south, stood the house William H. Foster built (occupied c. 1851–1895).
Between 1860 and 1870, Charles S. H. Foster built his house, which was closest to Reach Road
and continued to be used by his son Sumner through the 20th century.
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Lot 5 (c. 1834–1963)
Lot 5 spanned about 28 acres and belonged William and Mary Foster’s youngest son,
Oliver S. Foster. In addition to this plot, Oliver owned the 9-acre lot William Foster sold him in
1825 and a one-seventh share in the 1.5-acre Foster house lot. He sold all his shares in the
Foster Farmstead to Samuel McIntire Jr. on June 26, 1838 for $500. McIntire was a straw
manufacturer in Boston, and the husband of Susan Kidder, Mary Foster’s daughter and Oliver’s
niece (HCRD Book 65:449–450).
After the McIntires purchased Oliver’s property, they likely sold Lot 5 to Albert Haskell. I
lack a deed to prove the transaction occurred, but later deeds indicate Albert carved the property
into three parcels, with one situated east of Reach Road and two west of Reach Road. Since
Albert sold the first of these three parcels on February 16, 1848, the McIntires must have
transferred their title to him sometime between 1838 and 1848 (HCRD Book 102:348–349).
Eastern Portion of Lot 5 (1848–1970)
On February 16, 1848, Albert Haskell sold the first parcel, which corresponds in size,
shape, and location with the eastern section of Lot 5, to Francis H. Torrey for $60 (HCRD Book
102:348–349). The deed describes the parcel as running from the “salt water of Egemoging
Reach” west about 100 rods along Lot 6 to the road, then 13.47 rods north along the road to a
“stake and stones,” then back east to the Reach along Lot 4. Stretching from the Reach to the
road, this parcel encompassed modern Lot 013-023 and most of 013-022 and represented one of
three pieces of Foster property purchased by Francis Torrey.
After Francis died in 1890, his wife Hannah (Eaton) Torrey inherited his estate. She in
turn sold the entire property, which ostensibly included the entire eastern portion of Lot 5, as well
as Lot 6, the eastern part of Lot 7, and two other non-Foster lots (probably to the south of the
property, to their daughter Clara B. (Torrey) Holden on August 17, 1895 for $900 (HCRD Book
291:537–540). Five years later, Clara sold relatively small lots to Ida E. Jones, Alice B. Hamann,
and Hattie H. Pearson. The lots ranged in size from 0.17–0.51 acres (HCRD Book 354:235–241).
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Alice and Hattie in turn each sold their lots in 1928 to Lloyd K. Allen, Clara’s son with her second
husband (HCRD Book 620:338–339; HCRD Book 623:138).
Prior to acquiring these small tracts, Lloyd had inherited the remainder of Francis
Torrey’s property upon the death of his mother Clara in 1919. On January 10, 1929, Lloyd and his
wife Ethel (Eunice Ethel Maxwell) conveyed all the property to Frank Rowe, who deeded the
property back to them as joint tenants the next day (HCRD Book 623:236–237). Lloyd and Ethel
Allen’s occupation of the Foster Farmstead is significant because they built their summer house
where William and Mary Foster’s had been on Lot 6 (Noyes 1949:137).
After Lloyd and Ethel died, their children, Lloyd K. Allen Jr., Ruth A. Curren, and Lucille
Remsen, inherited their property, including their portion of Lot 5. In 1970, Lloyd Jr., Ruth, and
their spouses sold their shares in modern Lot 013-022 on historic Lot 5 to Lucille and her
husband Edman Remsen (HCRD Book 1102:328–329). Today, Remsen Run marks the southern
boundary of this lot, attesting to their tenure on the Foster Farmstead and connecting the coastal
parcels to Reach Road.
Easternmost Portion of Lot 5 (c. 1911–1963)
While the deeds seemingly imply Lloyd and Ethel Allen owned all of Lot 5 east of Reach
Road, sometime before 1911 his relative Lunette (Torrey) Borden and her husband John C.
Borden acquired the coastal Lot 013-022 (HCRD Book 491:326–327) (see Figure 8.3). The lot
measures 5.7 acres, whereas the inland lot Lloyd Allen and later Lucille Remsen inherited (013022) spans 7 acres primarily on Lot 5. How Lunette acquired the eastern parcel is unclear to me,
but after her husband died in 1911, she sold the property along with 2 other Foster Farmstead
lots (modern Lots 013-013 and 013-027) in 1912 to Caroline B. Austin (HCRD Book 491:326–
327). Caroline Austin in turn sold the property to Frank and Consuelo Foulk in 1928, meaning the
Foulks were Lloyd and Ethel Allen’s neighbors in the early 20th century (HCRD Book:621:161).
The Foulks finally sold the three lots, including the easternmost parcel of historic Lot 5, in 1963 to
Robert and Beulah Green (HCRD Book 940:325–326).
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Western Portion of Lot 5 (1849–1911)
Like the eastern part of Lot 5, the two western divisions became Torrey lands during the
mid-19th century. Deeds imply that Albert Haskell sold the easternmost of these parcels to Davis
Torrey and the westernmost to Daniel S. Torrey (HCRD Book 86:88). This is merely implied
because the transaction is referenced in the deed between Albert and Daniel S. Torrey from
February 26, 1849, but I could find no deed between Albert and Davis. Given the dimensions of
Daniel’s lot and Lot 5, Davis’ lot probably spanned about 2.6 acres along Reach Road and
became part of modern Lot 013-013, which also includes part of Lot 6 and Lot 7. As I will explain
later, he passed this entire parcel to his heirs, with his niece Lunette (Torrey) Borden ultimately
acquiring the property sometime before 1911 (HCRD Book 491:326–327).
Westernmost Portion of Lot 5 (1849–1981)
West of the lot sold to Davis was Daniel S. Torrey’s parcel, which spanned 16.5 acres,
incorporating most of the land west of Reach Road and aligning precisely with modern Lot 013014 (see Figure 8.3) (HCRD Book 86:88). To this day, the lot runs about 13.47 rods north to
south, matching not only the bounds described in the 1849 deed, but also the 1838 deed where
Oliver S. Foster first sold Lot 5 to the McIntires.
Despite the correlation between the 16.5-acre lot and the western part of Lot 5, the 1849
deed labels it as Lot 4. I think this is an error, given the dimensions and other deeds related to Lot
4, which document how Samuel H. Foster inherited and passed the property on to his
descendants, never mentioning Albert Haskell. Moreover, that Albert Haskell identified the
eastern tract of land he owned, which measured 13.47 rods north to south, as Lot 5 “drawn by
Oliver Foster on division” of William Foster’s farmstead supports this view (HCRD Book 102:348–
349).
Daniel S. Torrey’s children each inherited a one-sixth interest in his estate after his death
in 1878. The estate included four lots, and Judson Torrey, Medora Pickering, Luella A. Beck,
Lunette Borden, and Mary E. Smith sold their five shares in these lots to their brother Daniel W.
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Torrey on June 24, 1899 (HCRD Book 342:105–113). For a total of $2 and “other considerations,”
Daniel W. Torrey became the owner of his father’s estate, including the 16.5-acre parcel on Lot 5.
Daniel W. Torrey was a farmer, as was his son, Daniel W. Torrey Jr. His son next held
the property with his wife Irene B. (HCRD Book 1171:638–645). They sold the 16.5-acre parcel to
on February 23, 1981 to Lynda and Bernard McLaughlin Jr., ending the Torrey tenure on the
property (HCRD Book 1174:737–738).
Summary
The history of Lot 5 differs from that of its northern counterparts because Samuel McIntire
Jr. and his wife Susan, a descendant of the Fosters, sold the property relatively early, before the
mid-19th century. Once Albert Haskell acquired Lot 5, he divided the land along Reach Road,
also known as the “old town road.” Physical elements of the historic landscape thereby directly
shaped the dimensions and form of property lots moving forward.
Albert sold the three parcels of Lot 5 to three brothers in the Torrey family, effectively
helping them form a Torrey enclave on the former Foster Farmstead. Although land was
subdivided and held by other families, the boundaries established by the Fosters upon pioneer
William’s death have continued to structure the local landscape through the present day. In
particular, the western and eastern boundaries of Lot 5 established around 1834 persist and
define modern Lots 013-014 and 013-023 (see Figure 8.3). Running 13.47 rods from north to
south, both parcels bear the same dimensions as historic Lot 5.
The extent to which the Torreys and their successors modified the built environment of
the Foster Farmstead is unclear in the deeds, as they provide little insight into occupant activities
or the type and number of buildings on Lot 5.
Lot 6 (c. 1834–1929)
Lot 6 neighbored Lot 5 to the south. Oliver’s sister Mary Foster inherited the property,
which spanned 25 acres and 40 square rods (HCRD Book 102:350–351). Lot 6 was arguably the
most valuable lot of the seven from the outset because it included William and Mary Foster’s 1.5-
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acre house lot. Their homestead was not only the heart of the farm, but also the point around
which most improved lands were likely concentrated (Hubka 2004:82).
Despite holding title to this prime piece of real estate, Mary probably did not live there.
Instead, she sold or bequeathed her share of the farmstead to her daughter from her second
marriage, Susan (Kidder), and her husband Samuel McIntire Jr. of Lowell, Massachusetts (Noyes
1949:125). She made the transfer between 1834 and 1846, when Susan and Samuel McIntire Jr.
sold the property to Francis Torrey on July 29 for $175 (HCRD Book 102:350–351). Included in
the sale was a six-sevenths share in the 1.5-acre Foster house lot.
The deed thereby conveys the majority shares in the homestead to Torrey yet provides
little information about its features or structure. Fortunately, earlier deeds associated with Oliver
and Aaron Foster offer more detail (HCRD Book 65:449–450; HCRD Book 127:430–431). To
reiterate, William and Mary Foster’s house lot was situated east of Reach Road and accessed via
a lane running eastward from the “highway.” Moving east along the lane, visitors to the Foster
Farmstead would have passed stone walls running at least 54 rods, demarcating the edge of the
lane and the northern boundary of Oliver Foster’s 9-acre parcel. Upon reaching the house lot,
visitors would have seen three buildings in 1837: a house, a barn, and a blacksmith shop.
By 1875, the “old Foster house” had been “torn down,” perhaps by Francis Torrey since
he owned Lot 6 and six-sevenths of the house lot (Noyes 1949:138). The barn and blacksmith
shop are not mentioned during his occupation of the property, but they may have been
demolished as well to make way for new buildings. After Francis Torrey died, his wife Hannah
sold his lands, including Lot 6, to Clara B. Holden in 1895 as described above in the discussion of
Lot 5 (HCRD Book 291:537–540). Lloyd K. Allen eventually inherited the property and established
his summer house where the Foster house once stood (Noyes 1949:137).
As with the eastern portion of Lot 5, Lloyd and Ethel Allen’s children acquired their share
of Lot 6. Lloyd Allen Jr. and his wife Charlotte inherited what became modern Lot 013-024, which
contains 5.5 acres and runs 16.08 rods from north to south along Eggemoggin Reach (HCRD
Book 1102:322–323; HCRD Book 1716:351–354). The dimensions confirm this lot was originally
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part of Lot 6, which measured 16.08 rods, and reaffirm how historic property divisions have
longstanding effects on the landscape.
The remainder of Lot 6 east of Reach Road became merged with part of Lot 5 to form
modern Lot 013-022. As already mentioned, Lucille (Allen) Remsen and her husband Edman
acquired full title to this lot in 1970 (HCRD Book 1102:328–329). Their road to the property,
Remsen Run, may coincide with the original lane leading to the Foster house lot. Remsen Run
stretches east from Reach Road and in 1970 was “easily identifiable by a stone wall running
along the northerly and southerly sidelines of said roadway” (HCRD Book 1102:329).
Western Portion of Lot 6 (c. 1846–1911)
Based on the deeds cited above, the trajectory of Lot 6 is straightforward, with the
property staying intact from when Mary Foster inherited the property circa 1834 through the end
of the 19th century. Examining modern property divisions, however, troubles this narrative.
Tracing property deeds backwards through time reveals that the only modern parcels Lloyd K.
Allen inherited on Lots 5 and 6 were 013-022 and 013-024 (see Figure 8.3). Both lots, along with
the other two modern Lots he inherited on Lot 7, were all situated east of Reach Road. The
question thus becomes, what happened to the portion of Lot 6 west of Reach Road?
Since Lloyd K. Allen inherited the bulk of Francis Torrey’s estate in the early 20th century,
Francis must have sold the western portion of Lot 6 (part of modern Lot 013-013) sometime after
he bought the property in 1846. Deeds suggest he may have sold the property to his brother
Davis Torrey prior to 1858. That year, Mary Torrey and Eliza Powers, two of Samuel McClintock’s
heirs, sold to Davis Torrey two shares in 24 acres west of Reach Road (HCRD Book 112:89–90).
The property, bounded “easterly by the highway, southerly by land of Robert Campbell, westerly
by land formerly known as school land, and northerly by land of the said Davis Torrey,” primarily
spanned the western portion of historic Lot 7, including modern Lots 013-012 and part of 013-013
(HCRD Book 112:89–90). If Davis Torrey in fact already owned the land north of Lot 7 as the
deed indicates, then he must have acquired this part of Lot 6 from his brother Francis sometime
between 1846 and 1858.
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After assuming ownership of the western portion of Lot 6, Davis likely bequeathed this
and his adjacent small parcel on Lot 5 and shares in Lot 7 acquired in 1858 to his family. The
dearth of deeds again limits my understanding of how the property was passed down, but by
1911 his niece Lunette (Torrey) Borden possessed the land (modern Lot 013-013) with her
husband John C. Borden (HCRD Book 491:326–327). The Bordens also owned two other lots.
Their “Second Lot” coincides with modern Lot 013-023 along the coast, which I mentioned was
part of Lot 5, and their “Third Lot” as described in the deed resembles lot 013-027 east of Reach
Road, which was the northern half of Oliver Foster’s 9-acre lot set off in 1825.
Summary
Like Lot 5, Lot 6 was bisected along Reach Road, although the division is not welldocumented by deeds. Splitting these properties along the roadway in effect transformed each
waterside long lot into two roadside lots. While having access to the coast and the road was
probably ideal, division patterns suggest road access was prioritized.
As Lot 6 passed from Mary Foster to her daughter to Francis Torrey between 1834 and
1846, deeds offer relatively little insight into changes in the built environment. Around 1875,
however, Noyes indicates the old Foster residence on the eastern half of the property was
demolished, and historical maps from 1860 and 1881 show Francis Torrey had built a house near
Reach Road (see Figure 8.6). West of Reach Road, historical maps indicate “D. Torrey” had a
house by 1860, which then belonged to “Mrs. Torrey.”
Property descriptions in deeds also suggest the historic lane from Reach Road to the old
house lot bordered by stone walls remained in use, now likely aligning with Remsen Run.
Compared to the eastern portion, deeds offer few details about buildings or other modifications on
the western half of the property, which Francis Torrey presumably transferred to his brother
Davis.
Lot 7 (1834–1967)
The final lot established circa 1834 was Lot 7, which Susannah (Foster) Howard
inherited. This parcel was distinct from the others because from the outset it was comprised of
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two lots, one coastal and one inland, which were separated by Reach Road and Oliver S.
Foster’s 9-acre parcel. The coastal portion of Lot 7 was about 6.5 acres, running 18 rods along
Eggemoggin Reach and 55 rods inland. The lot shared its western boundary, which measured 18
rods, with Oliver’s lot. Oliver’s lot then ran 54 rods west to Reach Road. From the western edge
of the road, the inland tract of Lot 7 stretched approximately another 214 rods.
Eastern Portion of Lot 7 (1834–1967)
Deeds indicate that Susan Howard, likely Susannah (Foster) Howard, but possibly her
daughter Susan Howard, sold the 6.5-acre coastal lot, along with her one-seventh share of
William and Mary Foster’s 1.5-acre house lot on September 8, 1846 for $50. The buyer was none
other than Francis H. Torrey, who had purchased Lot 6 and the remaining six-sevenths shares of
the house lot a few months earlier from Samuel McIntire Jr. Assuming the measurements in the
original deed were accurate, the section of Lot 7 he purchased would have included most or
perhaps all of modern Lots 013-025 and 013-026, which, when combined, measure about 20 rods
on their western edge and 7.9 acres (see Figure 8.3).
These parcels, along with the rest of Francis Torrey’s estate, were passed from his
widow Hannah Torrey to their daughter Clara B. Holden and later in the early 20th century to their
grandson Lloyd K. Allen (HCRD Book 291:537–540). On August 31, 1967, Lloyd’s widow Ethel
sold their daughter Lucille and her husband Edman Remsen modern Lot 013-025, which was 4.2
acres (HCRD Book 1046:432–433). That same day, she sold the southern lot (013-026) to her
other daughter Ruth and her husband Arthur G. Curren Jr. (HCRD Book 1046:430–431). This lot
was 3.7 acres and comprised the southeast corner of the Foster Farmstead.
Oliver’s 9-acre Lot (c. 1825–1858)
Sandwiched between this coastal section of Lot 7 and Reach Road was Oliver’s 9-acre
parcel. As mentioned previously, Oliver sold this tract with Lot 5 in 1838 to Samuel McIntire Jr.,
his niece’s husband (HCRD Book 65:449–450). While McIntire sold part of Lot 5 and Lot 6 to
Francis H. Torrey by 1846, he sold the 9-acre lot to Samuel McClintock sometime before 1858
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(HCRD Book 112:89–90). This lot includes modern Lots 013-027 and 013-028, which together
span 9.1 acres.
Western Portion of Lot 7 (c. 1834–1965)
The portion of Lot 7 west of Reach Road formed the southwest corner of the Foster
Farmstead. A deed from 1858 says Sukey (Susannah) Howard originally sold this 24-acre parcel
west of Reach Road to Samuel McClintock (HCRD Book 112:89–90). Samuel established a
house and barn on the property, which bordered land of Davis H. Torrey to the north as
discussed earlier in the context of Lot 6. Upon Samuel McClintock’s death, his “homestead farm,”
which included Lot 7 and Oliver Foster’s adjacent 9-acre parcel, was divided amongst his family.
Two of his daughters, Mary Torrey and Eliza Powers, sold their shares to Davis Torrey in 1858
(HCRD Book 112:89–90). Davis thus added to his landholdings the part of Lot 7 that falls within
modern Lot 013-013 and the northern half of the 9-acre parcel, lot 013-027. His niece, Lunette
(Torrey) Borden, later acquired both parcels by 1911 as previously noted.
While Davis Torrey and his relatives accrued at least two shares in Samuel McClintock’s
estate, his daughters Emma McClintock and Elizabeth McClintock (possibly his son William’s
widow) sold their shares in the 24-acre and 9-acre lots to Marietta Low in 1869 (HCRD Book
136:233). The result was a fractured Lot 7 and 9-acre parcel. From Lot 7, Marietta Low ultimately
purchased modern Lot 013-012, which is 15 acres, although the deeds from throughout the 20th
century continuously say 24 acres. From the 9-acre parcel, she acquired the southern lot 013028, which is 3.6 acres.
Marietta and her husband William P. Low presumably transferred their title to these
Foster Farmstead lands to their son Samuel T. Lowe because in turn, he sold these lots plus a
third parcel to Robert E. Stoddard in 1933 (HCRD Book 640:394–395). Stoddard sold the
property back to Samuel T. Lowe in 1935 (HCRD Book 664:340–341). Lowe then sold the land to
his daughter Gertrude (Lowe) Hupper and her husband Harold in 1938 (HCRD Book 979:466–
467), who next sold the two lots to Kay Saffer, Jonas Moscartolo, and Jon J. Moscartolo in 1965
(HCRD Book 998:444–445).
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Summary
Since Oliver’s lot was in the middle of Lot 7, this parcel was more compartmentalized
from the start than other parcels. Nevertheless, by 1858, Samuel McClintock had purchased and
consolidated the western section and the 9-acre lot to create a farmstead that spanned Reach
Road. He erected at least two buildings—a house and barn—but his descendants sold the
property, rather than continuing to farm themselves. Meanwhile, Francis Torrey purchased the
eastern portion of Lot 7, thereby expanding his coastal acreage to include parts of Lots 5, 6, and
7.
Foster Farmstead as Microcosm for the Frontier
Examining the history of the Foster Farmstead through deeds reveals that the farmstead
serves as a microcosm for how the frontier landscape became an increasingly complex
palimpsest as generations of households divided and compartmentalized their property through
time. In less than 250 years, what had been one 200-acre long lot owned by one family in 1783
had been divided into no fewer than 20 tracts and owned by almost as many families.
Division of the original parcel, which stretched almost a mile inland, began in earnest
after William died in 1828. During the probate process, the parcel was carved into seven long
lots, which preserved coastal and road access for each heir. The only section of the main lot sold
prior to William’s death was Oliver’s 9-acre parcel. Even without reviewing the deeds, the
placement and contrasting form of this tract, which is relatively square, suggest it was created
separately and before the long lots since they run around the tract.
By 1834, each heir had inherited their one-seventh share of the original farmstead and of
the 1.5-acre house lot where they grew up. Despite each having access to about 28 acres on
what had been one of the most consistently productive farms on the island according to the tax
data, most had already moved away and did not return. Some lived relatively close by in Maine,
but Aaron and Oliver contributed to the trend of outmigration, which heightened as the 19th
century wore on (Foster et al. 2004:82–83). Only William and Samuel H., the two eldest sons,
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continued living on the Foster Farmstead, and they and their descendants would occupy the
northern half of the farmstead for decades.
The landscape they inherited was vastly different from the one William and Mary Foster
initially encountered in 1783. William’s probate suggests that they had worked the majority of the
200-acre lot by 1828, with 40 acres converted to hayfields and 150 used for pasture. (Of the
remaining 10 acres, nine belonged to Oliver, and the other acre was presumably William and
Mary’s house lot.) Tax records indicate William and Mary increased their farmstead’s production,
with grain and hay yields per acre getting better between 1792 and 1811, not worse as on many
other farmsteads. While their investment in the land generated landesque capital their heirs
inherited, this second generation had access to less land and less “fresh” land during the 19th
century. As such, agricultural prospects were in some ways better and in some ways worse than
before due to deforestation and farming; land had been cleared, cultivated, and bounded, but was
also more apt to be sapped of nutrients, compacted, and degraded.
Archaeology at the Foster Farmstead
Although the original 1.5-acre house lot occupied by William and Mary was situated on
the southern half of their property, my archaeological investigation concentrated on the northern
half, specifically Lots 1–4, which were allocated in 1834 to William Jr., Henry, Aaron, and Samuel
H. Foster, respectively. In terms of the modern parcels that now comprise the historic property, I
explored seven lots, which together span almost 80 acres on the northern half of the farmstead
(Figure 8.7). Between 2017 and 2019, I conducted an archaeological site and landscape survey,

Figure 8.7: Map of surveyed parcels. Source: Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Parcels Organized
Towns,” 2020.
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GPS mapping, and excavation on these lots with a small team of graduate students and
volunteers.
I focused my archaeological survey and excavation on the northern half of the property
for two reasons. First, this land stayed in the Foster family from the Pioneer Period through the
mid-20th century, a relatively long time compared to other parts of the farmstead. As a result, this
northern area can provide insight into how the landscape became increasingly layered and
compartmentalized as successive generations of the Foster family revised and improved the
structure of the farmstead lands, creating and maintaining landesque capital through time.
Second, I focused archaeological investigation on these lands for practical and accessibility
reasons; I met the landowners in 2016 and they were enthusiastic about providing access to the
property and learning about its history.
When I first went to the Foster Farmstead in 2016, Shawn Barry, one of the landowners
of modern Lot 013-019, and I scouted it for a historic foundation he recalled being in the woods.
This foundation and surrounding features became the center of my investigation in the
subsequent years. In 2017, I conducted a preliminary pedestrian survey and excavated with
UPenn graduate students Elizabeth Clay and Ashley Terry. In 2018, I continued survey and
excavation at the site with volunteers Weston Conner and Dave Postemski. The 2019 field
season involved further survey and excavation with Dave Postemski.
In what follows, I outline the results of our pedestrian survey and excavation. First, I
describe the features located through survey, integrating the archival and archaeological records
to help paint a portrait of the landscape after the Pioneer Period. In the remainder of the chapter, I
focus on the excavation on modern Lot 013-019. Distribution analysis of artifacts from two
foundations helps clarify how household activities and decision-making became embedded in the
landscape at a small scale during the 19th century.
Archaeological Site and Landscape Survey
Pedestrian survey of the Foster Farmstead, which combined traditional archaeological
site survey with landscape survey, involved a systematic search for historic surface features such
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as artifact scatters, middens, cellars, foundations, privies, wells, drains, stone walls, barbed wire,
stone piles, paths, roads, cemeteries, gardens, and orchards. Since landowner permission was
necessary to explore the property, I used modern lot boundaries as my survey tracts. To
determine how the historic and modern parcels aligned, I georeferenced a copy of the map
“Proprietors’ Lots on Deer Island, Maine” by John Peters Jr., which I introduced in Chapter 6. I
then used deeds to reconstruct and digitize the seven lots created after William died and overlaid
these historic boundaries with modern parcel maps from the Maine GeoLibrary in QGIS (see
Figure 8.7).
In the field, I walked transects that were approximately 10 m apart and oriented eastwest, using a compass to stay on course and scanning the ground for artifacts and features. To
record feature locations and my tracks as I walked, I used a handheld Global Positioning System
(GPS). Although I had tested the GPS, a Garmin GPSMAP 64st unit, under tree-cover in
Connecticut prior to fieldwork in Maine and its readings were consistent and well within the
device’s accuracy range (5–10 m), GPS drift proved an issue in Deer Isle. To mitigate the drift, I
enabled secondary satellite constellations, which help keep the satellite connection when
conditions are less than ideal. I also took coordinates multiple times and used the waypoint
averaging feature, wherein the GPS takes the average of several readings at the same point to
improve accuracy. In addition to the GPS, in 2018 I started using GeoTracker, a free GPS
tracking application on my phone, to record features and tracks. Finally, to ensure accurate
documentation of features, I drew sketch maps using a measuring tape and compass. After
fieldwork, I juxtaposed the GeoTracker and Garmin data with my digitized sketch maps in QGIS
to determine the approximate location of features at the Foster Farmstead. The last app I used in
the field starting in 2018 was QField, which linked my QGIS maps to my phone. Having access to
the maps in the field helped me keep track of historic and modern property lines, which were
often unmarked.
Historic features documented during pedestrian survey ranged from historic houses to
foundations, stonewalls, and stone piles. Most of these features were concentrated on modern
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Lots 013-018, 013-019, and 013-019-01, which formed part of historic Lots 2 and 3 after the
Foster Farmstead was divided among William and Mary’s heirs.
Historic Houses
Today, the most prominent historic feature on modern Lot 013-019 is a rambling
farmhouse adjacent to Eighty Lane, which is owned and occupied by the Barry family (Figure
8.8–Figure 8.9). Shawn and Chris Barry, brothers and grandchildren of the Alfred and Gladys
Esten who purchased the property from Daisy (Hart) Foster in 1967, recall hearing that the house
was built in 1808. In the future, dendrochronology would be an ideal way to better date the
structure and its components.

Figure 8.8: Map of houses and foundations in relation to past and present property
boundaries. Sources: Google, Satellite Imagery and Maine GeoLibrary, “Maine Parcels
Organized Towns,” 2020.
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Figure 8.9: Connected farm building. The home, which currently belongs to the Barry
family, was likely was built and owned by William H. Foster during the 19th century.
Photograph courtesy of Vincent Postemski, 2018.
Regardless of when construction began, the house falls within the bounds of historic Lot
3 and is a prime example of a connected farm building. While such buildings dominated the
architectural landscape of southwestern Maine, they were less common to the east. Architectural
historian Thomas Hubka (2004:20) estimates that about 20–40% of farms were “connected”
rather than “detached” in the Downeast region including Deer Isle.
Connected farms became common during the 19th century and typically included four
components joined together in a linear fashion: (1) the big house, which was largely a place or
rest and has the most “architectural refinements,” (2) the little house, which contained the kitchen,
(3) the back house, which served as a work and storage area and often included an outhouse,
and (4) the barn, which was the “functional center of the farming operation” (Hubka 2004:6–7).
The little and back houses, which link the big house and barn, are often referred to as “the ell”
and were sometimes combined into a single, uniform structure rather than two differentiated
structures (Hubka 2004:6). Most connected farms were built on an east-west axis to help shield
the dooryard from northern winds and with their big houses aligned with the road (Hubka 2004:6,
9, 71).
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In the case of the Barry family home, the building runs roughly east-west in line with the
orientation of historic Lot 3 and the unpaved road (Eighty Lane). The big house’s gable end faces
the west and represents the westernmost section of the house. Since the front door is located to
the left and the plan includes a “stair hallway” on the left, a sitting room on the right, and two more
rooms behind these, its layout aligns with a side-hall house (Figure 8.10). Side-hall houses
became common after the 1830s and were defined by their “front door offset in the gable end”
and their four-room plans (Hubka 2004:35, 38, 43). Beneath the big house is a dirt cellar.
Behind the big house, to the east, is the little house, containing the kitchen. The
foundation stones of the little house, which are visible in the cellar under the big house, are
disturbed and do not align with those of the big house. Rather than reflecting later construction,
the disjuncture is probably the result of house updates, namely installing a pipe and pump to
bring running water from the well.
The kitchen in turn connects to the back house and barn, which has a side-door. The
door placement is interesting because most barns built after 1830 had their doors on the gable
end, whereas prior to 1830, English-style barns, which had centered side-doors, were ubiquitous
(Hubka 2004:52-55; Sloane 2001:36). Despite the door placement, the barn likely was built after
1830 considering its relationship to the connected farm building and historical context, which I
discuss below.
While understanding the organization of structures is important, the domestic landscape
cannot be comprehensively understood without considering outdoor spaces as noted in Chapter
2. In terms of space around the connected farm building, the front yard would have been located

Figure 8.10: Common 19th-century house plans (Hubka 2004:34). William H. Foster’s big
house followed the side-hall house plan.
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at the western end, adjacent to the big house, the dooryard would have been to the south and
framed by the connected little and back houses, and the barnyard would have extended to the
east of the barn (Hubka 2004:9, 71). Notable features in the yards include a fieldstone-lined well
in the dooryard and an apple tree growing to the south where the lawn now meets the woods.
Given its attributes and position on historic Lot 3, this house probably originally belonged
to William H. Foster (1823–1895), who was William and Mary Foster’s grandson and a laborer
and farmer. As noted earlier, he and his wife Martha likely established their own household
around 1850 and lived to the north of his brother Charles S. H. Foster (1832–1915), whose house
was the most prominent and closest to Reach Road (Noyes 1949:137). A map from 1881
reaffirms the spatial relationship between the houses (see Figure 8.6).
Today, a stately blue house to the southwest of the farmhouse on modern Lot 013-021 is
the best candidate for Charles’ residence. In addition to being large and near Reach Road, the
house bears a sign saying it dates to 1864. The date corresponds with census documents that
insinuate Charles established his own household (and built his house) between 1860 and 1870.
Consequently, the blue house and the farmhouse likely represent where Charles and William H.
lived starting in the 19th century.
Historic Foundations and House Lot Features
To the northwest of the connected farm building on modern Lot 013-019 are two
fieldstone foundations: a house (Foundation 1) and an outbuilding (Foundation 2). Located east
of Reach Road and immediately south of Foster Lane, these foundations form a nucleated
compound with a well to the south and stone walls to the east (see Figure 8.8, Figure 8.11). This
cluster of features, which I refer to as “the compound” or “the house lot,” is situated on historic Lot
2 and the focus of my archaeological excavations, which I discuss below.
The compound likely belonged to George W. Foster (1811–1887), who was another
grandson of William and Mary Foster introduced earlier. To recapitulate, George worked as a
blacksmith and farmer, and later in life he identified as a laborer then a miller according to Deer
Isle census records for 1860 and 1870. Documents indicate George and his wife Margaret
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Figure 8.11: Map of house lot on historic Lot 2.
probably lived on Lot 2 from around 1847, when he bought the property from his uncle Henry
Foster, until they died in 1885 and 1887, respectively (Noyes 1949:130). Their nephew William A.
Foster owned the property after them, from around 1889 until 1920 (HCRD Book 557:294–295).
In terms of building layout, the house foundation is “L” shaped and comprised of a
rectangular section that measures about 5.5 x 8 m (18 x 26.2 ft) and a cellar that is about 3.5 x
3.5 m (11.5 x 11.5 ft) (Figure 8.12–Figure 8.13). The house was oriented to the west, with a
granite doorstep marking the entrance and leading to a hall (Figure 8.14). Granite was abundant
on Deer Isle, especially to the south (Spofford-Watts 1997:65, 73), and the New England Farmer
(1835:278) recommended the durable material for sills and thresholds if it “should be handy.”
Upon entering the hall, to the left was one major room, with the cellar beneath, and to the right
was another front room that led to the kitchen ell. In total, the house spanned approximately
56.25 m2 (605.5 ft2).
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Figure 8.12: Map of Foundation 1 on historic Lot 2.
Given its form and dimensions, Foundation 1 would have been a one-room-deep Cape
Cod style house with a kitchen ell protruding off the back, generally similar in layout to what
Hubka (2004:35–36) calls a “two-chimneys-behind-the-ridge house” (see Figure 8.10). This layout
and the center-chimney, hall-and-parlor house layout constitute the two primary types of oneroom-deep houses that developed during the early 19th century (Hubka 2004:37). Previously,
kitchens had been situated inside central-chimney houses on 18th-century farms. Ells emerged
with the “commercialization of kitchen-related activities” after 1800 and became increasingly
prevalent through time, with people building “ell upon ell” (Hubka 1986:161–162). They became
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Figure 8.13: Western half of Foundation 1. View to north (2017).

Figure 8.14: Foundation 1 cellar and entrance. View to north (2017).
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so popular that in 1867 the Maine Board of Agriculture warned of the “excesses of ell building,”
advocating instead for a return to more centralized and “compact” house building (Hubka
1986:161). While now ells are considered passé and a hallmark of 19th-century construction,
their builders deemed them the “most progressive form for their New England farms” (Hubka
1986:166).
The cellar was also a common feature of Maine houses from the Pioneer Period into the
19th century (see Figure 8.14). Known as “potato holes” and as “caches” to the French given their
role in food storage, remains of cellars dot the Maine coast, being found “at nearly every dry knoll
and terrace around the shore” and often near apple trees and medicinal and culinary herbs (e.g.,
tansy, wormwood, catnip) left over from orchards and gardens (Wasson ca. 1957:9–10). Building
houses with integral cellars upon a “small elevation, to which the ascent [was] not steep” helped
ensure a “dry cellar, door yard, a good chance of summer breezes, a prospect of your own, and
perhaps your neighbor’s premises” to see if “cattle are committing trespass” (Hubka 2004:85;
New England Farmer 1835a:246). In this case, the house was indeed on a knoll, but I observed
no special vegetation in the immediate vicinity. Most prominent was a spruce tree growing in the
center of the cellar and a cluster of spruces growing where the ell attached.
Located about 6 m east of the kitchen ell is the outbuilding foundation, which is
rectangular and measures about 5.5 x 8.5 m (18 by 27.9 ft) (Figure 8.16–Figure 8.15). The
footprint spans about 44 m2 (473.6 ft2). During the 19th century, the New England Farmer
(1835b:278) recommended outbuildings be built near the house for the sake of “strict economy”
and efficiency, as tools and equipment “should not be left exposed to the ardent sun, nor to the
rain, but be carefully housed under sheds, when not in use” (also cited in Lewis 2016:143).
Building such structures close together also made theft less likely because the outbuildings could
be easily surveilled by the household and storing objects indoors would have improved yard
aesthetics. As I discuss later, my archaeological investigations confirmed that tools were housed
in this outbuilding.
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Figure 8.15: Map of Foundation 2 on historic Lot 2.

Figure 8.16: Foundation 2 after brush clearing, with Megan and Sheryl Postemski standing
in the center. View to east. Photograph courtesy of Dave Postemski, 2017.
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About 8 m south of the house is a well, which today is filled with stagnant water but would
have provided convenient access to fresh water for homestead occupants (Figure 8.17–Figure
8.18). Lined with fieldstone to prevent collapse, the well has a circular shaft that measures about
1 m (3.28 ft) in diameter and extends at least 2.1–2.4 m (7–8 ft) below ground surface. Bailing out
the well in August 2019 revealed that the stone lining has no mortar and continues all the way
down. While taking only 1.5 hours to bail with two people and a bucket, the well took about a
week to refill, which suggests drainage patterns have changed.
Together, the organization of the house, outbuilding, and well suggests that the highest
activity area would have been the yard between the foundations and well. Like at the farmhouse
on Eighty Lane, the front yard would have been located to the west of Foundation 1. I address the
state of these yards in my analysis of artifact distribution, evaluating whether the yards were
littered with refuse or relatively clean, signifying that a “snug industrious yeoman [lived] within”
(New England Farmer 1831:75, also cited in Lewis 2016:142).
The third foundation (Foundation 3) located through pedestrian survey is northeast and
easily within walking distance of the domestic compound (Figure 8.19). More specifically, this
feature is on modern Lot 013-017-01, which aligns with historic Lot 1, lying just north of present-

Figure 8.17: Map of the well located south of Foundation 1 on historic Lot 2.
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Figure 8.18: (A) Well filled with water in 2018. (B) Dave Postemski measuring the depth of
the well after bailing it out in 2019.

Figure 8.19: Foundation 3 located north of Trillium Lane. View to south (2018).
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day Trillium Lane (see Figure 8.8). William Foster Jr. (1782–1860) inherited Lot 1 from his
parents William and Mary Foster in 1834. Married in 1805, he may have occupied the parcel or
lived elsewhere prior to that date (Noyes 1949:125). While his son George briefly owned the
property (1843–1848), most features on the lot likely were built, used, and/or occupied by William
Jr. and his family or by the Carter family, with whom William Jr. lived in later years.
In terms of size and position, the fieldstone foundation is about 3.5 x 3.5 m (11.5 x 11.5
ft) and situated on a knoll like Foundations 1 and 2 were (Figure 8.20–Figure 8.21). Today, the
area around these three foundations is wooded and in places wet and swampy; if conditions were
similar in the past, households probably selected these locations for building because they were
high and dry. Likewise, elevated locations may have improved sightlines to the ocean. In the case
of Foundation 3, Eggemoggin Reach remains visible to the northeast through the trees. In the
past, the sightline may have been more direct if nearby lands were cleared. No artifacts were
visible on the surface of this foundation but given its small size, the structure may have been an
outbuilding of some kind.

Figure 8.20: Map of foundations and elevation. Source: Maine GeoLibrary, 2m2 LiDAR.

Figure 8.21: Map of foundations and slope. Source: Maine GeoLibrary, 2m2 LiDAR.
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The fourth possible foundation (Foundation 4) is located along the coast on modern Lot
013-019-01 (see Figure 8.8). Unlike the other foundations, which are fieldstone, this feature is a
rectangular depression with little visible stonework, perhaps because people collected the stone
after the structure was no longer in use. The depression measures approximately 4.4 x 6.8 m
(14.4 x 22.3 ft), oriented with its short end toward the shore. While the other foundations are
relatively undisturbed by recent activity and remote, Foundation 4 is close to a present-day house
on Lot 013-019-01 and most recently served as a dumping ground for brush. Removing the brush
and talking with the landowners revealed that refuse like brick from a remodeled chimney has
been previously deposited in the depression (Figure 8.22).

Figure 8.22: Possible Foundation 4. View to the south (2017).
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Stone Walls
In addition to the four foundations discussed above, we located the material remains of
historic boundaries on the Foster Farmstead. While people used rock, wood, wire or a
combination of these materials to build fences to “keep animals in, or out, of the open landscapes
they enclosed,” only stone walls endure (italics in original, Wessels 1997:42). Stone wall
construction peaked between 1810 and 1840 as sheep farming and deforestation became more
prevalent (Wessels 1997:58–59). While timber became a less expedient and accessible building
material, rocks were plentiful and many sat ready to use, having been previously tossed into piles
during field clearing (Wessels 1997:58–59). Many walls now appear subtle and slumped, covered
in lichen, moss, and leaf litter, yet constructing them required a “staggering investment of labor
conducted over a long period of time, usually by several generations” (Foster 1999:60; Hubka
2004:84). By the 1870s, New England’s network of stone walls stretched over 200,000 miles
(Thorson 2002:1). As such, ecologist Tom Wessels (1997:59) suggests that New England’s
network of stone walls might be considered the “eighth wonder of the world.”
In northern New England, stone walls were typically “tossed” together, built as people
picked rocks and carried or heaved them to the field’s edges. Most often, the walls took the form
of rough “single walls,” comprised of large rocks stacked vertically in a line, or “double walls,”
which contained two parallel rows of large rocks filled in with smaller ones (Foster 1999:61;
Hubka 2004:85; Thorson 2002:126–128) (Figure 8.23). If walls include many small stones, they

Figure 8.23: Single and double stone walls (Post 2021).
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likely bounded tillage, for picking such rocks from hay fields or pasture was unnecessary
(Hoffmann 2007:13; Thorson 2002:126; Wessels 1997:44). Conversely, if large stones primarily
comprise walls, they probably bounded mowing or pasture (Thorson 2002:126; Wessels
1997:44).
Stone walls on the surveyed property in Deer Isle traversed all kinds of terrain but were
primarily comprised of large stones and often oriented nearly east-west or north-south. Since
visualizing a rock wall running through the woods is difficult using only GPS coordinates
(Hoffmann 2007:59), I used the GPS to record not only beginning, middle, and end points of wall
segments, but also my tracks as I walked along the walls to document their orientation. My slow
walking pace on uneven ground and GPS drift due to tree-cover made the tracks appear jagged,
but when combined with the points in QGIS, they nevertheless provide a rough semblance of wall
length and alignment for mapping purposes (Figure 8.24).
The longest stone wall we found at the Foster Farmstead extends east-west almost 200m
along the projected boundary between historic Lots 2 and 3 (Figure 8.25–Figure 8.26). Twenty
meters from the western end is a gap where a gate may have let people and animals pass on

Figure 8.24: Map of GPS points, tracks, and approximate location of one stone wall
segment on historic Lot 2. Map includes two sets of GPS points for the beginning, middle,
and end of the wall segment to show the effect of GPS drift. Likewise, two different sets of
tracks are depicted, indicating the approximate location of the stone wall. Although the
tracks appear jagged due to drift, the stone walls were relatively straight.
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Figure 8.25: Map of stone walls on historic Lot 2.

Figure 8.26: Two segments of the long moss-covered stone wall that runs almost due eastwest along the southern boundary of historic Lot 2 near Eighty Lane (2018).
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their way northwest to the house and outbuilding (Foundations 1 and 2) (Figure 8.27). Another
gap exists where the wall runs behind the farmhouse on Eighty Lane. The landowners explained
that this gap, rather than reflecting historic use, resulted from filling and other modern activities
associated with installing a septic system and leach field for the house.
A second stone wall runs roughly north-south by Foundation 1 and 2 on historic Lot 2 and
is about 40 m in length with a gap in the middle to access the buildings (Figure 8.28). If the
southern end of this stone wall continued further, it would intersect with the western end of the
longest stone wall on the property (see Figure 8.25). Perhaps a wood or brush fence would have
connected the two stone wall segments to form a corner.
A third stone wall is located to the north but has no obvious relationship with the other
two. This wall runs approximately east-west like the others but is shorter and closer to the coast.
A barbed wire fence also ran parallel and in some cases over the stones. The combination of

Figure 8.27: The gap 20 m from the western end of the long stone wall that runs eastward
by Eighty Lane. View to north (2018).
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Figure 8.28: Stone wall running north to the east of Foundation 2 (2017).
fencing materials—stone and wire—suggests the boundary is likely early but remained relevant at
least through the 1870s when barbed wire was invented.
Stone Piles
Stone piles were the final landscape element located during the pedestrian survey. While
some likely formed as farmers cleared and improved fields, removing and piling stones out of the
way, deeds also reference “a stake and stones” as one type of boundary marker (Hoffman
2007:30). Stone piles that we observed ranged in area from a meter to a couple of meters and
lacked stakes, yet the easternmost pile near Eighty Lane generally aligns with the projected
southern boundary of historic Lot 2 (Figure 8.29). The remaining piles, located to the northeast,
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east, and south of Foundations 1 and 2, do not coincide neatly with historic lots lines derived from
deeds. The largest pile, south of Foundations 1 and 2 and near Eighty Lane (Figure 8.30),
eventually became a place to dispose of refuse as evidenced by the cast iron frying pan nestled
in amongst the jumbled rocks and several nearby brick and bottle glass fragments. The smallest
piles were clustered together east of Foundations 1 and 2 (Figure 8.31).

Figure 8.29: Map of stone piles found through survey.

Figure 8.30: Weston Conner with the stone pile west of the William H. Foster house and
immediately north of Eighty Lane (2018).
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Figure 8.31: Two stone piles to the east of Foundations 1 and 2 on historic Lot 2 (2018).
West of Reach Road
All features I have described above are located east of Reach Road, a historic town road
that runs north-south, roughly parallel to the coastline. The contrast between the pedestrian
survey results for land on the east side of the road versus land on the west side is stark; no
cultural remains (e.g., foundations, wells, stone walls, stakes and/or stone piles, artifact scatters)
were found on the 54 acres of property surveyed to the west of Reach Road in summer 2018
(see Figure 8.7). The terrain to the west of Reach Road was highly variable, a mix of swampy,
wet areas and more typical mixed forest with coniferous and deciduous trees (Figure 8.32). The
wet areas were difficult to survey, as they were muddy and filled with swamp maple, skunk
cabbage, ferns, moss, and other vegetation. In the future, survey during late fall or early spring
might be ideal since there would be less vegetation and thus better ground visibility.
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Figure 8.32: The varied landscape west of Reach Road. High and relatively dry areas were
interspersed with low, wet areas. Dense vegetation and fallen trees made systematic
survey difficult (2018).
Although the lack of features on this part of the historic Foster Farmstead could be the
result of surveyor error, especially considering the seasonal and environmental conditions, 19thand 20th-century maps also indicate that no structures were constructed on the surveyed
property west of Reach Road (see Figure 8.6). These maps do not preclude the presence of
stone walls or piles west of the road, but like pioneers, later residents likely devoted more time
and effort to modifying and enclosing the land immediately around their houses, reserving land
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further inland for woodlots, pasture, or other uses (Hornsby 2015:29; Hubka 2004:82). If they
delineated interior parcels, they probably blazed trees with paint or axe marks which was faster
and easier than assembling stone walls (Wessels 1997:41).
Consequently, the lack of features further inland likely reflects differential land use across
the northern half of the farmstead. The location of features east of Reach Road, and therefore
closer to the shore, suggests people preferred to occupy coastal parcels rather than inland ones.
That most features were closer to the road than the coast, however, indicates road access was a
priority as discussed in Chapter 7.
Archaeological Excavation
To better understand how William and Mary Foster’s descendants shaped the historic
farmstead from the 19th century onward, I conducted an archaeological excavation at
Foundations 1 and 2 on historic Lot 2. I selected this house lot, which documents indicate George
and Margaret Foster built and then occupied from at least 1847 until 1887, as the center for my
investigation to examine how agricultural and other activities became inscribed in the landscape
at a small scale.
To assess how the Fosters structured their built environment, we dug a combination of
systematic and standardized shovel test pits (STPs) and excavation units in and around the
foundations. In total, we excavated 22, 50 x 50 cm (1.64 x 1.64 ft) square STPs at 6 m (19.69 ft)
intervals and 33, 1 x 1 m (3.28 x 3.28 ft) excavation units (Figure 8.33). To excavate, we
established a grid that encompassed Foundations 1 and 2, spanning approximately 42 m (137.80
ft) east to west and 36 m (118.11 ft) north to south. The southeasternmost grid point was labeled
0N 0E and we marked points for STPs every 6 m based off this site datum. Given my interest in
how the residents organized their outdoor spaces, I selected 6 m as the interval to ensure that
STPs were placed to the north, east, south, and west of each foundation. I also placed STPs 6 m
apart because other historical archaeologists employ similar intervals, whether measuring in
meters or feet (e.g., Janesko 2018:65; Harper 2021:198; Digital Archaeological Archive of
Comparative Slavery 2011:3). STPs were named using a combination of letters and numbers;
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Figure 8.33: Map of excavation units and STPs in and around Foundations 1 and 2 on
historic Lot 2. Swampy refers to land near the site that was wet and muddy.
letters ascended from north to south, while numbers ascended from west to east. For example,
STP G1 was southwest of D3. By contrast, excavation units were named by their southeast
corner using northings and eastings.
We began fieldwork by excavating STPs that were outside of the foundations to better
understand the deposits and stratigraphy of the site. We then shifted to excavation of 1 m 2 units
in and around the two foundations, targeting areas where STPs revealed the highest and richest
concentration of artifacts (Figure 8.34). To ensure tight spatial control of artifact distribution
across the site, we excavated the 1 m2 units by subdividing them into four 50 cm quadrants
(southwest, northwest, southeast, and northeast) and 10 cm layers (Harper 2021:198). All soil
was screened using ¼-in mesh (Figure 8.35).
375

Figure 8.34: Excavation of 1 m2 units in and around Foundations 1 and 2. From left to right:
Elizabeth Clay, Ashley Terry, Weston Conner, and Dave Postemski.

Figure 8.35: Dave Postemski screening soil on site in 2018.
Excavation yielded primarily 19th-century artifacts within the top 20 cm of soil, such as
glass, ceramic, kaolin pipe fragments, brick, mortar, iron, lead, brass or cuprous metal, animal
376

bone, shell, leather, charcoal, and coal. Artifacts were typically concentrated between 10–17 cm
below surface (bs), with architectural materials such as nails and bricks usually appearing first.
Rather than presenting a detailed analysis focused on specific artifact types, here I examine
artifact distributions across the site. In particular, I follow the approach employed by Quentin
Lewis (2016:147), who analyzes artifact counts and features to understand the extent to which
residents cleaned, organized, and improved the Williams’ house lot in rural Deerfield,
Massachusetts at the dawn of the 19th century. Although artifact counts can reflect an object’s
fragmentation more than its prevalence at a site (Michaels 2015:3), as Lewis (2016:147) notes,
“the quantities don’t specially matter, but rather provide a general outline of material distribution,”
revealing whether people had discrete work areas, kept their houses and yards clean, and more.
As a result, I focus on artifact quantities rather than metrics like minimum number of vessels
(MNV), for example, and how these artifacts are distributed across site areas (Figure 8.36). In the
future, I will use MNV calculations to compare the site’s ceramic assemblage to others since the
practice is common in historical archaeology.
To better understand the behavior behind the artifact distribution, I use functional
categories (Table 8.3). Stanley South (1977:92–102) originally devised functional categories, then
known as artifact groups (e.g., architecture, arms, clothing, kitchen, personal, activities), to better
understand broad cultural processes and recognize artifact patterns. For example, he asserted
the “Frontier pattern” was defined by a relatively high ratio of architecture to kitchen group
artifacts and found at 18th-century frontier military and trading posts, as well “ruins of domestic
function” and “nondomestic structures” found elsewhere (South 1978:224). Although
archaeologists are now less preoccupied with distinguishing such patterns, South’s typology
remains relevant and has been revised and refined by Lewis (2016) and others (e.g., Janesko
2018; Orser 1988; Paynter et al. 2008). While people can use objects in unexpected ways,
functional categories are useful to assess what activities and behavior may have occurred within
a given site or landscape (South 1977:94, 96; Lewis 2016:214–215). I largely follow the
categories outlined by Lewis (2016:215–216) and Sarah Janesko (2018:66) in her analysis of two
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Figure 8.36: Map of excavation units and STPs colored based on site areas discussed in
text.
19th-century Maryland farms. For example, the category clothing includes materials such as
buttons, eyelets, and beads, recreation includes materials such as smoking pipes, marbles, and
dolls, storage includes materials such as coarse earthenware, canning jars, and glass bottles,
kitchen / dining includes materials such as refined earthenware, utensils, utensils, and cooking
vessels, and architectural includes materials such as nails, brick, mortar, and window glass (see
Table 8.3).
To help date deposits, I also consider when artifacts were manufactured or patented. In
what follows, I first discuss how the Fosters structured their yards, then what artifact distribution
suggests about household activities within their house and outbuilding.
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Table 8.3: Functional artifact categories with examples. Categories and examples based
on Lewis 2016:215–216 and Janesko 2018:66.
Functional Category
Clothing
Shoes
Personal Accessories
Material
Domestic
Recreational
Writing
Kitchen / Dining
Storage
Food Procurement
Faunal Remains
Botanical Remains
Tools
Architectural
Hardware
Furnishings
Lighting
Heating
Miscellaneous
Iron, Unidentifiable
Lead, Unidentifiable
Cuprous, Unidentifiable

Examples
Fasteners (e.g., buttons, eyelets, hooks, eyes, zippers), beads
Soles, uppers, buttons
Pocket watch, broach, coin purse, comb
Leather, textile
Straight pins, safety pins
Smoking pipes, toys
Slate pencil, slate, lead printer’s type
Refined earthenware, utensils, tableware, cooking vessels
Coarse earthenware, coarse stoneware, glass bottles (including
alcohol), canning jars and lid inserts
Ammunition (e.g., musket ball, shotgun shell cap), fishhook,
fishing weight
Animal bone and other materials, shell
Charcoal
Axe, hatchet, rake, saw, hammer
Nails, brick, mortar, iron spikes, window glass, lead flashing
Hinges, tacks, nuts, bolts, hooks, brackets, staples
Decorative fasteners, latches, finials, mirror
Lamp parts, candle mold
Coal
Lead weight, keys, wire

The Yards
As noted earlier, the front yard would have been to the west of the house on historic Lot
2. Although we excavated only four STPs in this area, they reveal a paucity of artifacts despite
their proximity to the house (Figure 8.37). The 30 artifacts recovered from this westernmost
transect represent 10% of all those recovered from the 22 total STPs on site and less than 1% of
the site’s total cataloged artifacts. The majority (n=22) came from STP D1, which mainly
contained architectural (n=6) and food storage materials (n=10), including small shards of bottle
glass and large stoneware fragments. The number and variety of artifacts recovered and the
location of this STP in a gully to the northwest of the house suggests the area may have served
as a covert and convenient disposal area for the Fosters.
From STPs south of D1, we recovered few artifacts. STP E1, for example, was adjacent
to a brick scatter near what would have been the house’s front door yet yielded only three
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Figure 8.37: Artifact counts per STP.
artifacts, two shards of window glass and one brick fragment. The general lack of artifacts and
presence of primarily architectural materials (Figure 8.38) in what would have been the front yard
suggests that the Fosters carefully maintained the space and were concerned with cleanliness.
As Lewis (2016:142) explains, tidy yards were “touted as an end to themselves, and unclean
yards chastised as a sign of laziness” by agricultural publications like the New England Farmer
during the 19th century. People paid particular attention to front yards, which were often visible
from the road and ideally “perfectly level and smooth, and enclosed with a suitable fence,”
containing ornamental shrubs and trees planted on either side of the house entrance (Maine
Farmer, September 2, 1829, cited in Hubka 2004:73; Larkin 1995:186–187). Although the Foster
house was set back from Reach Road and on a knoll with a sloped front yard, the low artifact
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Figure 8.38: Percentage of artifacts in each excavation unit and STP classed as
architectural.
counts suggest the household nevertheless sought to establish a “zone of formality,” or at least a
zone of cleanliness, between their house and the road (Hubka 2004:70). In contrast to mid-19thcentury yards like the Fosters’, front yards during the 18th and early 19th centuries were
generally less formal and neat, with one farmer recollecting how his family plowed the front yard
and “instead of planting out shrubbery and flowers, it was filled with bush beans” (Hubka
2004:73).
Like STPs in the front yard, those to the north and east of the outbuilding were relatively
devoid of artifacts. Of the 11 STPs, five were sterile (see Figure 8.37). We recovered only five
small pieces of charcoal from C6, one nail from E6, and five whiteware sherds from STPs D4 and
F6, which were closer to the outbuilding. Rather than signaling a concern with cleanliness and
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presentation, the dearth of artifacts east of the stone wall behind the outbuilding more likely
reflects how the space was physically partitioned from the house lot and used for agricultural
purposes.
Between the house and outbuilding, artifact counts were significantly higher than
elsewhere on site, which implies the household was less concerned with appearances in this
space than in the front yard, for example. Of all the STPs, the most artifacts were recovered from
STP E3 (n=115, 38% of the site’s STP artifacts), which mainly contained architectural materials
(n=52) such as brick and nails, storage materials such as coarse earthenware and bottle glass
(n=20), and refined earthenware such as yellow ware (c. 1830–1940) and whiteware (post-1820)
for kitchen / dining use (n=26) (Figure 8.39) (Lewis 2016:153; Miller et al. 2000:12). The
prevalence of artifacts classed as storage and kitchen / dining makes sense considering the test
pit’s proximity to the kitchen ell, and the ceramic confirms the deposit post-dates the 1830s.
Among the storage-related artifacts in E3 were three small mason jar fragments, which
highlight household agricultural activities (Figure 8.40). Patented by John Landis Mason of
Vineland, New Jersey in 1858, mason jars were used in canning to preserve fruits and
vegetables. They were later produced by other companies after Mason’s patents expired in the
1870s and 1880s (Miller et al. 2000:8; Lindsey 2021). In her analysis of the late 19th-century

Figure 8.39: Refined earthenware ceramic from STP E3.
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Figure 8.40: Example of a glass mason jar fragment from near the house.
Brown House site in Maryland, Janesko (2018:67) asserts that farming tools and canning-related
artifacts found near the house, which comprised 6% of the site’s glass assemblage, signal how
“subsistence farming activities were integrated with the everyday experience of the household.” In
contrast, she interprets a dearth of food storage artifacts close to the neighboring Sellman House
as evidence for a “physical and social separation of domestic life from the agricultural labor” in the
19th century. In this context, that several mason jar fragments were intermingled with other bottle
and ceramic fragments near the kitchen ell may imply agricultural activities were integrated with
daily life, but as I discuss later, the lack of other agricultural materials on site complicates this
interpretation.
Moving south of STP E3 toward the well, artifact counts dropped but STPs F3 and G3 still
yielded more artifacts than most others at the site (see Figure 8.37). While E3 contained almost
equal amounts of artifacts classed as kitchen / dining and storage as architectural, F3 contained
primarily nails (n=33) and window glass (n=9). G3 likewise yielded architectural remnants (n=6),
but also four fragments from a single small bisque porcelain Frozen Charlotte doll, the first
potential evidence of children and play we found at the site (Figure 8.41). Originally designed as
bath toys, most Frozen Charlotte dolls were made in Germany and were popular between 1850
and 1920 (King 1977:560). By 1870, bisque porcelain dolls became more common than glazed
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ones, with one study of toys in upstate New York finding glazed dolls only at sites pre-dating 1870
(Bunow 2009:107; Davis 1993:74). In this case, the doll is a surprising find because census
records between 1850 and 1880 do not count children among George and Margaret Foster’s
household. Although census data may be incomplete (Camp 2008:11), children are consistently
counted for neighboring households, so it seems unlikely to be an oversight, especially
considering the Fosters bequeathed their property to nephew William A. Foster around 1889
rather than to a lineal descendant. As a result, the Frozen Charlotte doll could have arrived on
site if relatives visited the Fosters or during William’s tenure (c. 1889–1920).
Kitchen Door Yard
Given the number and variety of artifacts in STP E3 between the house and outbuilding,
we opened excavation units to learn more about household activities and disposal patterns in the
yard adjoining the kitchen ell, also known as the kitchen work or door yard (Figure 8.42). The nine
units revealed a sheet midden (hereafter “kitchen midden”), suggesting the yard was an “inlaid
pavement of bones, broken bottles, the relics of departed earthen ware… the fragments of
abandoned domestic utensils,” and more (Josiah Quincy, cited in Larkin 1995:175 and Lewis
2016:142).

Figure 8.41: Frozen Charlotte doll from STP G3.
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Figure 8.42: Four excavation units in the kitchen door yard at 10 cm bs in 2019.
Given the midden’s proximity to the ell, architectural artifacts such as nails, brick, and
window glass dominated its assemblage (n=5,565, 66%) (Table 8.4–Table 8.5). These materials
were especially prevalent in the southern excavation units (16N 12E, 16N 13E, and 16N 14E),
comprising about 80% of catalogued artifacts (see Figure 8.38; Figure 8.43). The brick in these
excavation units probably came from the chimney in the kitchen ell.
Aside from architectural materials, most prevalent in the kitchen midden were faunal
remains, which comprised 11% of the assemblage (n=916) and storage and kitchen / dining
artifacts, which together comprised 16% of the assemblage (n=1,349) (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5).
Shell and fresh bone fragments were clustered close to the kitchen ell, with counts dropping to
the north and east (Figure 8.44–Figure 8.45), whereas calcined bone counts were higher in the
northern excavation units (Figure 8.46). In addition to the calcined bone, burned and melted glass
shards provide evidence of refuse burning on site, with 29 of the 33 heat-affected shards found
on site coming from the kitchen (n=9) and adjacent yard (n=20). Storage and especially kitchen /
dining materials like transfer-printed whiteware and yellow ware were more densely concentrated
in the northern excavation units (Figure 8.47–Figure 8.48).
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Table 8.4: Number of catalogued artifacts from the ground surface, STPs, and excavation
units in and around the house and outbuilding on historic Lot 2. (For map of site areas,
see Figure 8.36.)

Kitchen Door Yard
(9 units, 1 STP)

Outbuilding
(12 units)

Outbuilding Yard
(3 units, 3 SC units)

Yard (20 STPs)

Total Catalogued
Artifacts

Clothing
Shoes
Personal
Accessories
Material
Domestic
Recreational
Writing
Kitchen /
Dining
Storage
Procurement
Faunal
Remains
Botanical
Remains
Tools
Architectural
Hardware
Furnishings
Lighting
Heating
Miscellaneous
Iron, Unid.
Lead, Unid.
Cuprous, Unid.
Total
Catalogued
Artifacts

House: Kitchen Ell
(5 units)

Functional
Category

House: Front Rooms
(4 units, 1 STP, 2
SC units)

Catalogued Artifacts: Counts by Site Area

2
0

20
2

22
0

12
2

11
0

2
0

69
4

0

4

6

0

0

0

10

0
0
1
0

0
7
16
4

0
0
42
112

4
0
3
0

1
0
0
0

0
0
5
0

5
7
67
116

3

295

656

61

303

21

1,339

8
2

231
6

693
17

237
2

478
1

12
2

1,659
30

123

1,565

916

533

278

1

3,416

43

37

54

128

0

6

268

0
2,125
0
0
1
0
0
165
2
1

1
4,100
9
4
0
4
2
173
0
5

3
5,565
11
11
2
52
9
242
2
4

5
1,875
2
6
0
267
1
1,463
2
2

2
351
2
2
0
12
0
21
1
2

0
70
0
0
0
5
0
11
0
0

11
14,086
24
23
3
340
12
2,075
7
14

2,476

6,485

8,419

4,605

1,465

135

23,585

SC = surface collection
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Table 8.5: Prevalence of artifact types in each site area. The table conveys, for example,
how architectural artifacts represent about 86% of the total artifact assemblage from the
front rooms of the house.

Kitchen Door Yard
(9 units, 1 STP)

Outbuilding
(12 units)

Outbuilding Yard
(3 units, 3 SC units)

Yard
(20 STPs)

% Total Catalogued
Artifacts from Site

Clothing
Shoes
Personal
Accessories
Material
Domestic
Recreational
Writing
Kitchen /
Dining
Storage
Procurement
Faunal
Remains
Botanical
Remains
Tools
Architectural
Hardware
Furnishings
Lighting
Heating
Miscellaneous
Iron, Unid.
Lead, Unid.
Cuprous, Unid.
% Total
Catalogued
Artifacts per
Site Area

House: Kitchen Ell
(5 units)

Functional
Category

House: Front Rooms
(4 units, 1 STP, 2
SC units)

Catalogued Artifacts: Percentage of Site Area Assemblage

0.08%
0%

0.31%
0.03%

0.26%
0%

0.26%
0.04%

0.75%
0%

1.48%
0%

0.29%
0.02%

0%
0%
0%
0.04%
0%

0.06%
0%
0.11%
0.25%
0.06%

0.07%
0%
0%
0.50%
1.33%

0%
0.09%
0%
0.07%
0%

0%
0.07%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
3.70%
0%

0.04%
0.02%
0.03%
0.28%
0.49%

0.12%
0.32%
0.08%

4.55%
3.56%
0.09%

7.79%
8.23%
0.20%

1.32%
5.15%
0.04%

20.68%
32.63%
0.07%

15.56%
8.89%
1.48%

5.68%
7.03%
0.13%

4.97%

24.13%

10.88%

11.57%

18.98%

0.74%

14.48%

1.74%
0%
85.82%
0%
0%
0.04%
0%
0%
6.66%
0.08%
0.04%

0.57%
0.02%
63.22%
0.14%
0.06%
0%
0.06%
0.03%
2.67%
0%
0.08%

0.64%
0.04%
66.10%
0.13%
0.13%
0.02%
0.62%
0.11%
2.87%
0.02%
0.05%

2.78%
0.11%
40.72%
0.04%
0.13%
0%
5.80%
0.02%
31.77%
0.04%
0.04%

0%
0.14%
23.96%
0.14%
0.14%
0%
0.82%
0%
1.43%
0.07%
0.14%

4.44%
0%
51.85%
0%
0%
0%
3.70%
0%
8.15%
0%
0%

1.14%
0.05%
59.72%
0.10%
0.10%
0.01%
1.44%
0.05%
8.80%
0.03%
0.06%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

SC = surface collection
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Figure 8.43: Architectural artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.44: Shell counts per excavation unit and STP.
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Figure 8.45: Animal bone counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.46: Calcined animal bone counts per excavation unit and STP.
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Figure 8.47: Storage artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.48: Kitchen / dining artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.
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The yard also yielded materials associated with writing (n=112, 1%) (see Table 8.4–
Table 8.5). In 17N 13E, we found one slate pencil and numerous slate fragments, and in 16N 14E
we found one piece of lead printer’s type (Figure 8.49). While not difficult to imagine residents
writing with the slate pencil, worth noting is that according to the 1880 census, Margaret Foster
could neither read nor write. Like most other adult women, Margaret’s occupation was “keeping
house,” yet she was ostensibly the only person of the 39 listed on that census page who was not
literate. The census implies George Foster could write, so perhaps he used the pencil or
Margaret was learning.
The lead printer’s type, found nearby and in 16N 10E in the kitchen ell, was an anomaly
and unexpected given that census records indicate George and Margaret’s household was not
especially wealthy relative to their neighbors. Since lead has a low melting temperature and
George had a blacksmithing background, they may have planned to repurpose the lead type.
Alternatively, the type could be from when their nephew William A. Foster occupied the site after
1889.
In terms of small finds, we recovered recreational artifacts (n=42, 0.5%), including kaolin
pipe fragments (n=36, including STP E3) and toys (n=6) like marbles and a jack (see Table 8.4–
Table 8.5) (Figure 8.50–Figure 8.53). Since one of the pipe stems from excavation unit 18N 12E
is impressed with part of the “McDougall” logo and McDougall smoking pipes were produced in
Glasgow, Scotland from 1846 until 1891, the fragment must have been deposited after 1846
(Humphrey 1969:17–18; Bradley 2000:117). The presence of toys besides the Frozen Charlotte
doll between 10–20 cm bs suggests that children frequented the site, likely during George and

Figure 8.49: Slate pencil from excavation unit 17N 13E.
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Figure 8.50: Recreational artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.51: Pipe stem fragment with partial McDougall logo from excavation unit 18N 12E.

Figure 8.52: Two marbles from excavation unit 16N 13E.
392

Figure 8.53: X-rays of (A) jack from excavation unit 16N 14E and (B) kiss clasp frame for
coin purse from 17N 14E (not to scale). Images courtesy of Sheryl Postemski and the
Colchester Dental Group, Colchester, Connecticut.
Margaret’s tenure or perhaps after. We also found several personal accessories (n=6, 0.07%) in
the yard area such as the kiss clasp frame for a coin purse and a pocket watch cover and gears
(see Figure 8.53–Figure 8.54).
Tools found in the yard between the kitchen ell and outbuilding (n=3, 0.04%) were in the
easternmost excavation units and included a hatchet head, a six-inch knife blade, an auger-style
handle (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5) (Figure 8.55–Figure 8.56). Combined, the tools and the other
materials found in the kitchen door yard reflect how the space served at once as a disposal,
social, and work space, with labor “literally [spilling] outward from the various doors” of the house
and outbuilding (Hubka 2004:78; Lewis 2016:141). While door yards “ranged from barren and
immaculate to lush and picturesque, from functional and full of work, to cluttered, and
hardscrabble” depending on a family’s wealth, status, standards, and ideals, the door yard here
appears on the messier end of the spectrum, especially when compared to the front yard (Hubka
2004:78). The differential artifact distribution thus suggests the Fosters were more concerned
with the aesthetics of the front yard, which was more visible to visitors and their community, than
the kitchen door yard concealed behind the house.
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Figure 8.54: Pocket watch cover and gears from excavation units 16N 13E and 16N 14E.

Figure 8.55: Tool counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.56: Hatchet from excavation unit 18N 14E.
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Beyond the Walls: The House
Given the differences between how the Fosters maintained their front and door yards, we
excavated within the house foundation to determine if this patterning translated indoors, such that
the front rooms would have been neat and tidy, whereas the kitchen ell would have been a more
highly trafficked work area, and thus more cluttered.
Excavation units and STPs within the house foundation produced primarily architectural
materials, especially in the front rooms (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5) (see Figure 8.38). In the cellar,
the excavation unit and STP we dug contained mostly brick fragments and nails. Worth noting is
that our excavations in the cellar were limited because a spruce tree was growing in the center,
perhaps because of the nutritional value of decaying organic materials. To the south of the
excavation unit, we found lead flashing, which was typically used as a sealant at the base of
chimneys where they met the roof. Together, the flashing and brick in the cellar attest to the
proximity of the chimney in the kitchen ell. From around the cellar on the ground surface, we also
recovered artifacts (n=8) like a candle mold and several thick stoneware fragments. As Jack
Larkin (1995:188) notes, more households began making their own candles during the early 19th
century and thus typically burned more, meaning they could see better and that houses were
brighter than in the past. Oil lamps, of which we found one fragment in excavation unit 17N 12E
near the kitchen ell, would have improved visibility significantly (Larkin 1995:188).
In the front room adjacent to the kitchen ell, we dug three excavation units and over 80%
of artifacts in these units were architectural (see Figure 8.38). Nails accounted for 70% of the total
architectural assemblage for these excavation units (n=1,267), window glass 16% (n=292), and
brick and mortar the remaining 14% (n=254). The remaining artifacts were primarily shell in 14N
4E (n=62, 11%), charcoal in 14N 5E (n=30, 5%), and small, unidentifiable ferrous fragments
(“iron” hereafter) in 14N 6E (n=138, 15%) (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5). The lack of other materials
found in this area suggests the front room of the house was kept relatively clean, which makes
sense if the space was primarily for leisure or rest. The room was devoid of storage, kitchen,
dining, animal bone, and other materials despite its location next to the kitchen.
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In the kitchen ell, artifact variety and density were greater than either of the front rooms
(see Table 8.4). While we dug four total excavation units in the front rooms including the cellar to
about 20 cm bs, the five excavation units in the kitchen ell also dug to 20 cm bs contained about
70% of all artifacts recovered within the house foundation. Architectural remains still dominated
the assemblage except in unit 15N 9E, where shell was more prevalent (see Figure 8.38). The
excavation units also yielded hardware like hinges, tacks, and hooks, which we did not find
elsewhere in the house (Figure 8.57). Most notable was the roughly foot-long strap hinge with a
nail still attached that we found in 17N 11E. Combined, the presence of the hinge and refuse
disposal patterns in the yard suggest the house had a rear door in that vicinity which facilitated
access to the yard, outbuilding, and well.
In addition to shell, the five kitchen ell excavation units contained animal bone (n=296),
which represents 95% of all bone found in the house and 31% of that at the site. Calcined bone
was concentrated in the corner units 17N 10E and 17N 11E, whereas fresh bone distribution
varied across the excavation units, with 15N 9E having the most (n=71) (see Figure 8.45–Figure
8.46). Faunal analysis is ongoing, but I have identified some remains from 15N 9E as being from
a young cow, sheep or goat, chicken, and fish. The fish remains are particularly interesting
because nearby in excavation unit 17N 10E we found a fishhook and in excavation unit 20N 20E,
near the outbuilding, we recovered a lead torpedo-style fishing weight (Figure 8.58). Although
dispersed, these artifacts associated with food procurement suggest the household at least
occasionally took advantage of its coastal access to put food on the table.
Along with food remains and procurement items, the kitchen ell excavation units yielded
artifacts classed as storage (n=231, 4%) and kitchen / dining (n=295, 5%), which represent 22%
and 14% of the site total for each category (see Table 8.4–Table 8.6). For example, neighboring
units 17N 10E and 17N 11E contained 10 mason jar shards, as well as three milk-glass lid insert
fragments. While mason jars emerged in 1858 as mentioned earlier, Lewis R. Boyd first patented
the lid liners in 1869 (Miller et al. 2000:8). Albeit limited, the presence of canning items suggests
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Figure 8.57: Hardware artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.58: Fishhook from excavation unit 17N 10E and a torpedo-style fishing weight
from 20N 20E.
the household, like so many others in rural and urban contexts alike, probably adopted canning
technology during the late 19th century to provide “a year-round variety of palatable and nutritious
foods” (Michaels 2015:24–25). The small number of canning materials at the site does not
necessarily mean that the household did not can often; instead, jars may have been disposed
elsewhere or removed upon site abandonment for continued use and thus not found in these
investigations (Michaels 2015:3). Other temporally diagnostic material from the kitchen ell
included ceramic materials, such as yellow ware with white, blue, and brown slip decoration
(1830–1940) and blue shell-edged whiteware, which had a scalloped edge but lacked
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impressions, implying a date between 1860 and 1890 (Miller et al. 2000:12; Jefferson Patterson
Park & Museum 2021).
Table 8.6: Percentage of total assemblage found in each site area. The table shows, for
example, how most recreational artifacts on site (63%) were in the kitchen door yard.

Kitchen Door Yard
(9 units, 1 STP)

Outbuilding
(12 units)

Outbuilding Yard
(3 units, 3 SC units)

Yard
(20 STPs)

% Total Catalogued
Artifacts

Clothing
Shoes
Personal
Accessories
Material
Domestic
Recreational
Writing
Kitchen /
Dining
Storage
Procurement
Faunal
Remains
Botanical
Remains
Tools
Architectural
Hardware
Furnishings
Lighting
Heating
Miscellaneous
Iron, Unid.
Lead, Unid.
Cuprous, Unid.
% Total
Catalogued
Artifacts

House: Kitchen Ell
(5 units)

Functional
Category

House: Front Rooms
(4 units, 1 STP, 2
SC units)

Catalogued Artifacts: Percentage of Total Site Assemblage

2.90%
0%

28.99%
50%

31.88%
0%

17.39%
50%

15.94%
0%

2.90%
0%

100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
1.49%
0%

40%
0%
100%
23.88%
3.45%

60%
0%
0%
62.69%
96.55%

0%
80%
0%
4.48%
0%

0%
20%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
7.46%
0%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0.22%
0.48%
6.67%

22.03%
13.92%
20%

48.99%
41.77%
56.67%

4.56%
14.29%
6.67%

22.63%
28.81%
3.33%

1.57%
0.72%
6.67%

100%
100%
100%

3.60%

45.81%

26.81%

15.60%

8.14%

0.03%

100%

16.04%
0%
15.09%
0%
0%
33.33%
0%
0%
7.95%
28.57%
7.14%

13.81%
9.09%
29.11%
37.50%
17.39%
0%
1.18%
16.67%
8.34%
0%
35.71%

20.15%
27.27%
39.51%
45.83%
47.83%
66.67%
15.29%
75.00%
11.66%
28.57%
28.57%

47.76%
45.45%
13.31%
8.33%
26.09%
0%
78.53%
8.33%
70.51%
28.57%
14.29%

0%
18.18%
2.49%
8.33%
8.70%
0%
3.53%
0%
1.01%
14.29%
14.29%

2.24%
0%
0.50%
0%
0%
0%
1.47%
0%
0.53%
0%
0%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

10.50%

27.50%

35.70%

19.53%

6.21%

0.57%

SC = surface collection
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Figure 8.59: Clothing artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.60: Domestic artifact counts per excavation unit and STP.
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Like the kitchen door yard, the ell contained remnants from recreation (n=16, 0.25%) and
other domestic activities. Nearly half of the recreational artifacts came from excavation unit 15N
9E, which produced a checker-like white game piece and six kaolin pipe bowl fragments, four of
which were found 0–10 cm bs and two of which were found 10–20 cm bs (see Figure 8.50). While
most were undecorated, one from between 10–20 cm bs was incised with a “D,” and likely was
from a McDougall pipe, which bore the initials “TD” on the bowl facing the smoker (Humphrey
1969:18). We also found a small cache of domestic and clothing materials such as straight pins, a
safety pin, a blue glass bead, and buttons in the northwest quadrant of 17N 10E (Figure 8.59–
Figure 8.60). Since the safety pin was clustered with the pins between 10–20 cm bs, that
particular deposit must post-date 1849, when safety pins were invented (Hunt 1849).
Overall, the excavations inside the house foundation revealed that the interior
organization paralleled that of the yards. The rich material culture recovered from the kitchen ell
suggests it represented the heart of the house, being a hub of work, food production and
preservation, and socialization during the 19th century. In contrast, the limited variety of material
culture from the front rooms implies these spaces were kept clean and reserved for social
engagements, leisure, or rest.
Outbuilding and Adjacent Yard
As with the house assemblage, architectural materials comprised a significant portion of
the outbuilding assemblage (n=1,875, 41%) (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5) (see Figure 8.38–Figure
8.43). Besides architectural materials, unidentified iron was most prevalent (n=1,463), accounting
for 32% of the assemblage and about 70% of unidentified iron on site. Much of the iron in the
outbuilding came from a few excavation units, with counts varying from 1 to over 600 (Figure
8.61). That excavation units with high counts were clustered together and contained small
fragments of thin, flat iron suggests that an iron object like a barrel strap may have simply broken
into many pieces. In unit 19N 21E, for example, thin flat, iron may have been part of a hand saw,
for we identified several saw fragments (n=4) based on the teeth (Figure 8.62).
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Figure 8.61: Unidentifiable iron counts per excavation unit and STP.

Figure 8.62: Saw fragments from excavation unit 19N 21E.
In addition to the saw, other tools in and near the outbuilding included an axe head in
15N 25E, a possible hammer head in 18N 21E, and four-tined rake head on the surface of 15N
21E (Figure 8.63). The location of these objects, either in the outbuilding or around its perimeter
in what I call the “outbuilding yard,” suggests that the Fosters used the structure as a storage and
work area.
The interior of the outbuilding was likely not kept meticulously clean, as evidenced by the
scatter of diverse refuse including faunal remains and heating, storage, and kitchen / dining
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Figure 8.63: Four-tined rake head in situ in excavation unit 15N 21E.
materials (see Figure 8.47–Figure 8.48; Figure 8.64). Faunal remains accounted for about 12% of
the outbuilding assemblage (n=533), followed by heating materials such as coal (n=267, 6%),
storage materials such as bottle glass (n=237, 5%), and kitchen / dining materials such as
whiteware (n=61, 1%) (see Table 8.4–Table 8.5). Recreational items such as toys and kaolin
smoking pipes were scarce in the vicinity of the outbuilding, which suggests the house was the
primary center for socialization, leisure, and play.
Most glass storage bottle fragments in the outbuilding were not specifically identifiable,
but at least 11 shards from 17N 19E were from a single bottle of Chartreuse, a French liqueur
produced by Carthusian monks. Using a secret recipe for an “elixir of long life” that they acquired
in the early 1600s, the monks combined 130 herbs and botanicals such as cinnamon, mace,
lemon balm, and angelica root in a brandy or wine alcohol base to make medicine, a “liqueur of
health” (Carthusian Monk 1934:290–291; Chartreuse 2021; Grossman 1964:288). Since the
spicy, green mixture was well-received, they tweaked the recipe to make liqueurs for general
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Figure 8.64: Heating artifacts (primarily coal) per excavation unit and STP.
consumption such as Green Chartreuse in 1764, Yellow Chartreuse around 1840, and White
Chartreuse between 1860 and 1900 (Carthusian Monk 1934:296; Chartreuse 2021; Grossman
1964:288–289). Although the monks continued selling the original elixir, the glass shards from the
site are possibly from a late 19th-century liqueur bottle given the font and design. Whether from a
Green, Yellow, or White Chartreuse bottle, the fragments reveal the site occupants had access to
exotic liqueurs which they may have enjoyed as aperitifs or digestives. The shards were collected
between 0–10 cm bs, suggesting they were deposited more recently than much of the material
culture at the site, perhaps toward the end of George and Margaret’s tenure or when William A.
Foster owned the property.
While the interior of the outbuilding was thinly littered with materials, excavation units
abutting the northern foundation wall contained a dense concentration of storage and kitchen /
dining materials. From immediately adjacent to the outbuilding in 20N 20E, we recovered
fragments from a glass bottle root beer extract produced by Charles E. Hires in Philadelphia,
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Pennsylvania. Hires introduced the extract at the Philadelphia Exposition in 1876 and while
distribution was initially limited, with the company selling 864 bottles in its first year (1878), by
1891 nearly two million had been sold (Yates 2005:53). Buyers blended the extract with water,
sugar, and yeast to make root beer, “a delicious, sparkling, and wholesome temperance drink”
that could “furnish muscle & increase the vigor of the brain & nerve forces” (Yates 2005:53).
Another identifiable bottle fragment was recovered nearby in 20N 21E between 0–10 cm
bs. The base fragment is embossed with “W. T. & Co.,” the logo for the Whitall Tatum and
Company in New Jersey, which produced pharmacy bottles, lab ware for chemists, and perfume
bottles, among other glassware. Below the logo are two letters (AU), which narrow the production
dates to 1880–1895 (Lockhart et al. 2006:3, 6). Since single and double letters later marked
pharmacy bottles, the bottle on site may have been medicinal (Lockhart et al. 2006:5). Given the
dates and its provenience, the bottle may have been deposited by George and Margaret in their
later years or by their successors.
Discussion and Conclusion
In summary, the archaeological excavations at Foundations 1 and 2 lend insight into the
structure of one 19th-century house lot on the historic Foster Farmstead. Like other households,
documents indicate George Foster farmed, but he combined agriculture with other pursuits
throughout his life; he identified as a blacksmith in 1848 (HCRD Book 79:200), a farmer in the
1850 US census, a laborer in the 1860 census, a miller in the 1870 census, and a farmer again in
the 1880 census. Considering that he identified as a farmer on multiple occasions, the
archaeological assemblage contained less direct evidence of agricultural activities than expected.
The lack of materials, combined with the fact that George was not listed in agricultural schedules
for the US census from 1850 onward, suggests his household’s farming activities were relatively
small scale. Indeed, the instructions for the 1850 agricultural schedule state that the list “is not
intended to include the returns of small lots, owned or worked by persons following mechanical or
other pursuits, where the productions are not $100 in value” (Bureau of the Census 1902:744).
Since George’s closest neighbors, William H. Foster and John Carter, are listed as farmers in the
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population census and in the agricultural schedule starting in 1850, the census taker likely
intentionally excluded him from the schedule.
Although the archival and archaeological evidence suggests agriculture on historic Lot 2
was relatively small scale, the presence of canning materials near the kitchen alongside artifacts
ranging from recreational to faunal remains hints that agricultural tasks probably occurred
alongside daily activities. In general, the rich and wide array of artifacts found in the kitchen ell
confirm that the structure was the primary work and social space in the house, whereas the front
rooms were more carefully maintained and thus contained a narrower range of materials. This
patterning extended to the surrounding yard, with STPs suggesting the front yard was relatively
tidy, especially compared to the kitchen door yard where refuse was broadcast and denser.
Excavation units within the outbuilding contained a wide variety of materials ranging from
fragments of a saw to shards of a Chartreuse liqueur bottle, which suggests the structure was
multipurpose, serving as additional labor and storage space for the household.
According to Noyes (1949:135), George and Margaret’s house was moved to nearby
Harbor Island by the early 20th century. No mention is made of the outbuilding but given the lack
of major structural elements present at the site today, about 100 years later, both buildings may
have been dismantled.
Looking beyond the house lot, the archaeological site and landscape survey underscores
how the Fosters focused on bounding the landscape closest to their house with stone walls. As
such, the original 200-acre farmstead purchased by William and Mary Foster became divided not
only on paper through probates and deeds but on the ground by walls, fences, and roads during
the 19th century. The survey also located other features including a connected farm building,
stone foundations, and stone piles, all of which stand testament to past agrarian households, their
activities, and decisions.
To conclude, the archaeological research on the northern half of the historic Foster
Farmstead helps us to understand how landesque capital is created and passed down through
generations. In this case, the farmstead and its landscape were reconfigured through household
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succession, ultimately becoming more compartmentalized through time. Although pioneers
William and Mary Foster established a relatively large and productive farmstead during the late
18th and early 19th centuries, the case study reveals that by the mid-19th century, the landscape
looked radically different, not only because new families occupied the land, but because
farmsteads were significantly smaller than during the Pioneer Period.
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CHAPTER 9: CULTIVATING COMMUNITIES ON THE EASTERN FRONTIER

In this dissertation, I have explored how people transform landscapes as they colonize
and inhabit “new” and unfamiliar environments. While adaptationist perspectives typically stress
how the environment shapes human behavior and communities, I emphasize how people actively
mold, maintain, and manage their landscapes and resources. Integrating historical ecology and
settlement ecology, I have examined the relationship between people and the landscape through
a case study of Downeast Maine, which was part of America’s lesser-known Eastern frontier
during the 18th and 19th centuries. In this context, I interrogate the notion of the largely static,
intractable environment, analyzing archival, archaeological, and geospatial data to evaluate
inferences about frontier conditions and better understand how Euroamericans cleared,
cultivated, bounded, and colonized the already anthropogenic landscape.
From the earliest European voyages to northern New England in the 16th and 17th
centuries, explorers appraised Maine’s diverse environment and resources, often declaring “the
seas were rich, [but] the land poor” (Meinig 1986:87). For example, John Smith (1616:26, 36)
described the craggy coastal lands of Downeast Maine as “rockie, and thus affrightable” but
admired the sea, a “myne” with “siluered [silvered] streames” of fish. Although Euroamericans
began settling the frontier in the late 18th century after the French and Indian War, negative
perceptions of the area continued through the early 19th century.
Regional histories of the Pioneer Period (c. 1763–1820) often underscore how
geographic isolation, environmental factors like a cold climate, short growing seasons, and thin
acidic, rocky soils, and a tumultuous and war-torn historical context combined to inhibit settlement
and agricultural activities (Churchill 2011a:60–61; Russell 1982:91; Vickery et al. 2011:243;
Woodard 2004:136). During the American Revolution, hardship was particularly acute in
Downeast Maine, for households faced malnutrition and famine as trade collapsed, British patrols
stymied fishing efforts, and periodic infestations of grasshoppers and armyworms, droughts, and
severe winters curtailed agricultural production (Leamon 1993; Paine 2000; Taylor 1990;
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Woodard 2004). Myths of the frontier and rural American life both reinforce and refute this
narrative of hardship (Furniss 1997; Irland 1986; Lewis 2016). While some describe the region as
a potential “garden of the north” where pioneers could live freely on isolated, self-sufficient
farmsteads, most myths emphasize how the “wild” Eastern frontier environment constrained
settler activities, especially farming (Irland 1986:64). Despite their opposing portrayals, these
various myths consistently treat the frontier as a periphery, a remote zone where the “civilization”
of core areas dissipated into wilderness. Only after the Pioneer Period ended in 1820 do most
regional histories indicate that living conditions in Downeast Maine markedly improved, with
trade, commercial operations, and agricultural production expanding through 1860 (Vickery et al.
2011:243; Day 1954:115).
To assess how Euroamericans tamed the Downeast Maine environment through
settlement and enclosure during the Pioneer Period, I analyzed historical tax valuation data for
my study area, which included nine coastal towns in Hancock County. Residents were primarily
British-American families who supplemented seasonal agriculture with activities like fishing,
shipbuilding, and the timber trade. While providing little information about fishing and other
pursuits, tax valuations document in detail how households improved their farmstead lands. Using
records from 1792, 1801, and 1811 that listed approximately 3,000 taxpayers, I examined
changes in acreage and production for three types of improved land: tillage, hay, and pasture
(Chapter 5). I also examined changes in the acreage of unimproved land, which typically served
as a source of lumber and fuel for households. To analyze the data, I calculated percent change
in acreage and production by town as Rothenberg (1992:219) did in her study of Massachusetts
tax records. I also built on these methods by taking a bottom-up approach, evaluating patterns in
land use and production not only at the town level, but for individual households. To that end, I
analyzed histograms and compared data between established and new households. Histograms
demonstrate that households with improved land typically had 1–2 acres of tillage and 20 or fewer
acres of hay and pasture combined regardless of year. By comparison, an “ideal” southern New
England farmstead in the late 18th century typically included 4–5 acres of tillage, 6–13 acres of
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hay, and 5–15 acres of pasture, among other lands (Eves 2005:113–114). Although many frontier
households claimed no improved land whatsoever, those who did generally managed as much
hay and pasture as their southern counterparts and maintained relatively large swaths of
unimproved land. As such, my analysis challenges notions of the intractable frontier environment,
highlighting how some households successfully cleared and converted their lands into arable
gardens, hay fields, and pastures.
My statistical study of the tax data provided context for my geospatial analysis (Chapter
6). When proposing this component of my dissertation, I envisioned digitizing historical maps in
GIS for all towns in the study area and linking historical tax data to each lot to create “heat maps”
displaying how improved land was distributed across the region. In practice, linking the tax data to
the land proved complicated, in part because not all taxpayers were named as landowners in the
late 18th-century maps and vice versa. As a result, the created GIS maps resemble a patchwork,
providing a partial glimpse into the agrarian landscape between 1792 and 1811. Despite their
limitations, these GIS maps helped locate where relatively large and productive farmsteads were
in relation to prime farmlands. Since these particularly productive farmsteads were not confined to
prime areas, GIS mapping confirms that the environment alone did not determine agricultural
outcomes on the frontier. Instead, households mobilized their resources (e.g., knowledge, time,
tools, wealth) to improve and cultivate their lands.
To ascertain how towns developed in Downeast Maine as Euroamericans settled,
divided, and enclosed the landscape, I analyzed 18th- and 19th- century historical maps
alongside Google Earth satellite and LiDAR imagery (Chapter 7). The 18th-century maps reveal
how the land was divided into lots, which together comprised townships and later upon
incorporation, towns. Along the coast, long lots initially maximized water access for households.
By the 19th-century, the coast remained more densely settled than inland areas, yet people
oriented their farmsteads toward roads rather than the shoreline. This shift in settlement patterns
suggests households became less reliant on coastal resources and trade, and increasingly
focused on agriculture as well as local trade and networking facilitated by roads. My analysis
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therefore illustrates how the means of movement—whether by land or by sea—was a primary
factor influencing settlement patterns through the 18th and 19th centuries in Downeast Maine.
Using Google Earth satellite and LiDAR imagery, I also identified how historical landscape
features like foundations, stone walls, boundaries, and roads persist. Even though the land has
been further compartmentalized and subdivided through time, my analysis reveals how past
patterns of settlement and enclosure undergird the contemporary landscape, shaping human
experiences in the region today.
The final component of my dissertation attended to the 200-acre Foster Farmstead in
Deer Isle, Maine, established circa 1783 by William and Mary Foster (Chapter 8). While tax data
and geospatial analyses explored changes in the land across the study area, my historical
archaeological investigation of the Foster Farmstead exposed how household activities and
decision-making became inscribed in the landscape at a small scale during the 18th and 19th
centuries. Employing archival records like deeds, probates, tax valuations, and genealogies, I
outlined the early history of the farmstead from 1783 when the Fosters purchased the property
through approximately 1828 when William Foster died. For the following period, I relied primarily
on deeds to determine how the Fosters’ heirs and other households inhabited, inherited, sold,
and sub-divided the original farmstead lands. By becoming more compartmentalized and
thoroughly enclosed through time, the farmstead is emblematic of how the frontier landscape
more broadly was transformed through not only settlement and enclosure, but also household
succession.
Rather than exploring the original house lot occupied by William and Mary Foster on the
southern half of the farmstead, my archaeological fieldwork concentrated on the northern half of
the property, which their descendants owned and occupied through the mid-20th century. My
landscape survey documented historic homes, house and cellar foundations, stone walls, stone
piles, and other features, and my archaeological excavation focused on two of these foundations,
a house and outbuilding. Analyzing artifact distribution in and around these two foundations,
which were occupied by George and Margaret Foster between 1847 and 1887, offered insight
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into household activities and preferences not accessible through historical documents. For
example, the dearth of artifacts in the front yard suggests the Fosters were concerned with
cleanliness and aesthetics in this space, fulfilling 19th-century ideals. In contrast, the myriad
artifacts behind the home in the kitchen door yard reflect how this less visible area would have
been a bustling disposal, work, and social space. Together, the survey and excavation results
illustrate how successive households fundamentally altered and improved their portions of the
original farmstead lands through time.
Through this tripartite research design, my dissertation addressed how patterns of
settlement and enclosure became formalized and writ large on the Downeast Maine landscape.
Exposing how household activities, choices, and ideals shaped the landscape at the farmstead,
town, and regional levels, my research demonstrates how attending to multiple spatial and
temporal scales can enrich and deepen understandings of the past. Likewise, my research
highlights the importance of integrating diverse data and methods to achieve a more complete
and nuanced understanding of the relationship between people and their environment.
Future Research Directions
In attempting to comprehensively analyze how Euroamericans cleared, bounded,
cultivated, improved, and settled the Downeast Maine environment from the late 18th century
onward, many future research avenues remain to be investigated. I outline several of the most
pressing here. First, additional research is necessary to understand how people create and
expand agrarian landscapes as a form of landesque capital. While I explored how Euroamericans
enclosed and improved their farmsteads between 1792 and 1811 using tax data, broadening the
temporal dimensions of the analysis would help clarify how farmlands and production fluctuated,
reflecting effective management strategies or land degradation. Alternatively, examining tax data
from consecutive years would provide a more granular perspective on landscape change, helping
clarify how households modified or expanded their landesque capital year to year. The town of
Sedgwick would be an ideal candidate for such an analysis, as detailed records exist for 1800
and 1801. To better visualize these changes across the region, additional geospatial analysis
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should incorporate deeds and other archival records to link more tax data to the landscape
beyond the late 18th century.
Second, future research should shift emphasis from the land to consider more closely the
role of animal husbandry, the rich maritime environment, and landscapes of movement in frontier
life, among other topics. Although I attended to farming here, including crop and livestock
production, additional research is necessary to more fully appreciate how livestock contribute to
production and landscape change. Tax valuations would provide a starting point for such
research, for they count the number of horses, oxen, cows, steers, and swine per household.
Since these records document only a portion of the livestock found on farmsteads, analyzing
probate records and zooarchaeological assemblages would provide a more holistic
understanding of animal husbandry in the region.
Given my focus on agriculture, my dissertation does not fully explore how people took
advantage of the maritime landscape. Settlement was initially oriented toward the coast, as the
ocean, bays, inlets, wetlands, marshes, swamps, and rivers provided transportation and valuable
food resources like fish and shellfish for households (Chapter 7). Tax records analyzed document
“superficial feet of wharf” and the tonnage of vessels “five tons burthen and upwards, at home or
abroad,” but offer little insight into other elements of the built environment along the shore and the
role of coastal resources in food provisioning. Archaeological analysis of fishing implements like
hooks and weights and zooarchaeological analysis of middens from farmstead sites would be an
ideal way to illuminate how fishing and shellfish collection complemented household farming
activities.
Future research should also explore Maine’s terrestrial and aquatic transportation
corridors, considering how settlement patterns shifted during the 19th century and became
oriented toward roads. While traditional and GIS maps of Wabanaki canoe routes, portages, and
trails exist (Cook 2007; Mameli 2020; Pawling et al. 2015:39), examining how historical roads
overlap and align with Wabanaki routes and present-day thoroughfares would highlight the
contingency of the contemporary landscape. I have highlighted several examples where historical
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roads coincide with modern roads, but the scale of analysis should be expanded (Chapter 7). In
addition to archival records (e.g., historical maps, town and tax records), Google Earth satellite
and LiDAR imagery would serve to locate, identify, and date these transportation corridors.
Conducting a landscape survey to ground truth any features identified through remote sensing
should also be a part of future research programs.
Finally, the results of my research should be compared with data for “core” areas like
Massachusetts proper to address more thoroughly the similarities and differences between a
“center” and its rural hinterland. Throughout the dissertation, I wove in comparative data from
southern New England, but primarily focused on changes within Maine to position the region,
which is usually treated as the “most peripheral of peripheries,” as a center (Taylor 2000:13).
Research by Rothenberg (1992) and Donahue (2004) is well-suited for comparison, as I
employed similar analytical methods and data (tax records). Likewise, comparing data from my
study area with that from elsewhere in Maine would help discern how landscape management
strategies varied across the Eastern frontier more broadly. Overall, such research would
complement what I have presented here and enhance understandings of how people colonize
frontier landscapes.
Conclusion
Through the analysis of archival, archaeological, and geospatial evidence, my
dissertation has offered a multiscalar perspective on the frontier landscape later captured in the
painting, “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village” (Chapter 1) (Figure 9.1). Created by the “versatile
Yankee” Jonathan Fisher, the painting provides an unprecedented glimpse into the coastal,
agrarian landscape of Downeast Maine in 1824 (Murphy 2010:13; Winchester 1973). Although
Fisher embellished the vista after the initial drawing, adding elements like the serpent in the
foreground to symbolize driving the snake from the Garden of Eden, the painting depicts and
contextualizes nearly all the landscape elements discussed in this dissertation: farmsteads, stone
walls, stone piles, gardens, hay fields, pastures, and unimproved land. Because these features
had been years in the making, wrought at the hands of multiple generations, this painting offers
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Figure 9.1: “A Morning View of Blue Hill Village, 1824,” by Jonathan Fisher. Image
courtesy of the Farnsworth Art Museum, Rockland, Maine.
insight into not only the 19th century, but also the life and landscapes of the earlier Pioneer
Period.
Creating and enclosing frontier settlements was a tremendous and time-consuming
undertaking, with New Englanders likening the “toil of a new plantation” to the “Labors of
Hercules” (Thompson 2000:560). Since the 1760s when Euroamerican migration to Downeast
Maine began in earnest, households had basically relied on “oxen and elbow grease” to improve
this frontier landscape, clearing the land, building houses, barns, and other structures, planting
crops, bounding fields, mowing hay, and pasturing livestock (Day 1954:115; Smith 1616:36).
They also helped develop infrastructure like roads, churches, and schools to support their
communities. In so doing, households colonized and transformed not a pristine periphery, but an
already anthropogenic landscape, the homeland of Wabanaki and their ancestors. Despite
appearing timeless, Fisher’s idyllic, aesthetic, and ordered scene from 1824 encompasses an
intricate, emerging, and deeply historical landscape palimpsest. The incongruous tree stumps on
the knoll in the foreground ultimately serve as reminders that landscapes are never “finished” or
static; people continuously revise, refine, improve, and manage their environments the world
over.
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While patterns of settlement and enclosure are redefined by humans through time, they
can also persist for centuries, even as the landscape becomes increasingly inhabited and
layered. As a result, better understanding how and why people colonized places in the past is
important because these decisions often continue to shape settlement patterns, historical
ecology, and landscape in the present and future (Kellett and Jones 2017:4). Today, dense
forests obscure remnants of Maine’s past agrarian landscape, yet my dissertation highlights how
features like boundaries, roads, vegetation patterns, land use, and even farmsteads endure,
reflecting how pioneer communities successfully transposed their culture, ideals, knowledge,
aesthetics, and worldviews onto the environment in the ongoing creation of cultural landscape. By
studying how such features persist and continue to structure everyday life, archival,
archaeological, landscape, and historical ecology research can thus simultaneously illuminate the
past and deepen appreciation for the contingency of the contemporary landscape.
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APPENDIX 1: IMPROVEMENTS IN AGRICULTURE

Table A 1.1: Improvements in agriculture in Orland (1792–1811). Based on Rothenberg
1992:219.
Improvements in Agriculture in Orland (1792–1811)
1792

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)

40

106

165%

Polls, ratable and unratable

51

121

137%

66.5

92

38%

Category

Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled
Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn, & barley)

440

401

-9%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

6.62

4.36

-34%

Acres of English and upland mowing including orcharding mowed

135.5

576

325%

Tons of English & upland hay

116.5

427

267%

Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3 years old and
upwards)*
Tons of English hay per grazing animal

0.86

0.74

-14%

121

301

149%

1.04

0.70

-32%

Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh

66

47

-29%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

55.5

47

-15%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre

0.84

1

19%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing animal

0.46

0.16

-66%

66

47

-29%

Tons of fresh meadow hay

55.5

47

-15%

Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre

0.84

0.47

-44%

Acres of salt marsh

0

0

-

Tons of salt marsh hay

0

0

-

Tons of salt marsh hay per acre

-

-

-

69

267

287%

Acres of fresh meadow

Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the whole farm

45

126

180%

0.65

0.47

-28%

Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

45

94

109%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*

74

171

131%

Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)

2

36

1,700%

Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)
Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows, horses, &
swine)
Acres of Unimproved Land

49

90

84%

170

391

130%

3,318

8,521

157%

Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"

% Change = (1811 Data-1792 Data)/1792 Data x 100
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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Table A 1.2: Improvements in agriculture in historic Penobscot (1792–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Historic Penobscot (1792–1811)
Category

1792

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled
Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn, &
barley)
Bushels of grain per acre of tillage
Acres of English and upland mowing including orcharding
mowed
Tons of English & upland hay

173
233
207

486
526
339

181%
126%
64%

1,673

2,522

51%

8.08

7.44

-8%

755

2,045

171%

685

1662

143%

Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3 years old
and upwards)*
Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow

0.91

0.81

-10%

620

1380

123%

0.91
101
74
0.73
0.12
52

0.83
137
117
0.85
0.08
82

-8%
36%
58%
17%
-29%
58%

Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

38
0.73
49
36
0.73
848

75
0.91
55
42
0.76
2,448

97%
25%
12%
17%
4%
189%

456

754

65%

0.54
196

0.31
363

-43%
85%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)
Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)
Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)
Acres of Unimproved Land

417
7
198

909
108
406

118%
1,443%
105%

818

1,786

118%

15,388

18,912

23%

1811 data includes Castine data since it was part of Penobscot until 1796
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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Table A 1.3: Improvements in agriculture in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Sedgwick (1792–1811)
1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

120
142
146

182
185
224.25

179
256
231

-2%
80%
58%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats,
corn, & barley)

1215

2,388

2,354

94%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

8.32

10.65

10.19

22%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

591.5

834

1,617

173%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

432
0.73

694
0.83

1,020
0.63

136%
-14%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

463

648

937

102%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

1.07
66.5
62.5

0.93
54
48.5

0.92
101
79

-14%
52%
26%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per
grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of
the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)
Number of steers & cows (3 years old and
upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)

0.94

0.90

0.78

-17%

0.13

0.07

0.08

-38%

47
42.5
0.90
19.5
20
1.03

29.5
26
0.88
24.5
22.5
0.92

74
63
0.85
27
16
0.59

57%
48%
-6%
38%
-20%
-42%

478

611

843

76%

210

313.5

402

91%

0.44
143

0.51
214

0.48
249

9%
74%

314

400

611

93%

6

34

77

1,183%

Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

110

207

298

171%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers &
cows, horses, & swine)

573

855

1,235

116%

14,364.75

15,461

14,330

-0.2%

Category

Acres of Unimproved Land
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Table A 1.4: Improvements in agriculture in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Blue Hill (1792–1811)
1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

80
83
61

123
117
118

171
164
104

114%
98%
70%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats,
corn, & barley)

709.5

1,316

1,186

67%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

11.63

11.15

11.40

-2%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

484.5

823

1,184

144%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

409
0.84

621
0.75

891
0.75

118%
-11%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)*

335

490

569

70%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

0.82
10
7.5

0.79
117
58

0.64
0
0

-22%
-100%
-100%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per
grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of
the whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)
Number of steers & cows (3 years old and
upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)

0.75

0.50

-

-

0.02

0.12

0

-100%

3
3
1
7
4.5
0.64

58
58
1
0
0
-

0
0
0
0
-

-100%
-100%
-100%
-100%
-

607

867

1,001

65%

191

300

357

87%

0.31
87

0.35
126

0.36
187

13%
115%

243

322

315

30%

5

42

67

1,240%

Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

58

88

121

109%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers &
cows, horses, & swine)

393

578

690

76%

20,750

20,345

30,930

49%

Category
Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

Acres of Unimproved Land

*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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Table A 1.5: Improvements in agriculture in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Deer Isle (1792–1811)
Category
Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable

1792

1801

1811

1792–1811,
% Change

121

116

316

161%

174

202

338

94%

Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

136.5

141

341.25

150%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn, &
barley)

1360

1,989

2,977

88%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

9.96

14.11

8.72

-25%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

574

695

1,623

183%

Tons of English & upland hay

521

472

1,239.25

138%

Tons of English & upland hay per acre

0.91

0.68

0.76

-16%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)*

449

495

1,138

158%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal

0.86

1.05

0.92

9%

Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh

-

3

32.5

-

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

-

3

24.5

-

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing
animal
Acres of fresh meadow

-

1

0.75

-

-

0.01

0.02

-

-

0

26

-

Tons of fresh meadow hay

-

0

18

-

Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre

-

0

0.69

-

Acres of salt marsh

-

3

6.5

-

Tons of salt marsh hay

-

3

6.5

-

Tons of salt marsh hay per acre

-

1

1

-

426.5

677

1,974.5

363%

-

312

316

-

-

0.46

0.16

-

Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

142

144

253

78%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*

306

338

824

169%

Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"

Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)

1

13

59

5,800%

Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

122

114

368

202%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)

571

609

1,504

163%

-

8,326

10,485.5

-

Acres of Unimproved Land
1Grain

total for 1811 includes some barley data from the Massachusetts State Library tax record since the
Family Search record was missing data for several individuals
*1792 data includes only steers & cows 4 years old and upwards
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Table A 1.6: Improvements in agriculture in Bucksport (1801–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Bucksport (1801–1811)
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

163
153
178.75

306
343
173

88%
124%
-3%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

1,548

960

-38%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

8.66

5.55

-36%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

636.5

1,094.5

72%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

673
1.06

916.5
0.84

36%
-21%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

432

564

31%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

0.64
21
19

0.62
30
24

-4%
43%
26%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing
animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

0.90

0.80

-12%

0.04

0.04

-3%

16
14
0.88
5
5
1.00

21
14
0.67
9
10
1.11

31%
0%
-24%
80%
100%
11%

558

818

47%

315

309

-2%

0.56
107

0.38
120

-33%
12%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)
Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

284
41
165

369
75
210

30%
83%
27%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)

597

774

30%

11,684

15,494

33%

Category

Acres of Unimproved Land
1801 data includes Orphan Island (Verona Island)
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Table A 1.7: Improvements in agriculture in Castine (1801–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Castine (1801–1811)
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

157
185
115.5

225
240
130

43%
30%
13%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

895

745

-17%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

7.75

5.73

-26%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

540

688

27%

414.25
0.77

545
0.79

32%
3%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

339

440

30%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

0.82
48
36.5

0.81
57
41

-1%
19%
12%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing
animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

0.76

0.72

-5%

0.11

0.09

-13%

11
6
0.55
37
30.5
0.82

6
3
0.50
51
38
0.75

-45%
-50%
-8%
38%
25%
-10%

951.5

999

5%

313

304

-3%

0.33
90

0.30
100

-7%
11%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)
Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

226
23
118

295
45
138

31%
96%
17%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)

457

578

26%

4,779.5

3,454

-28%

Category
Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

Acres of Unimproved Land
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Table A 1.8: Improvements in agriculture in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Ellsworth (1801–1811)
1801

1811

1801–1811,
% Change

Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled

39
47
60

127
163
95

226%
247%
58%

Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

259

274

6%

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage

4.32

2.88

-33%

Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

225

485

116%

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre

145
0.64

344
0.71

137%
10%

Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

168

394

135%

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

1.16
21
14

1.15
34
26

-1%
62%
86%

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing
animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)

0.67

0.76

15%

0.08

0.07

-21%

21
14
0.67
0
0
-

34
26
0.76
0
0
-

62%
86%
15%
-

70

351

401%

30

127

323%

0.43
76

0.36
152

-16%
100%

Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)
Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)

77
15
24

194
48
96

152%
220%
300%

Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)

192

490

155%

2,953

6,842

132%

Category

Acres of Unimproved Land
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Table A 1.9: Improvements in agriculture in Surry (1811).
Improvements in Agriculture in Surry (1811)
Category

1811

Taxpayers (Households)
Polls, ratable and unratable
Acres of tillage, including orchards tilled
Bushels of combined grains (wheat, rye, oats, corn,
& barley)

61
70
104.5

Bushels of grain per acre of tillage
Acres of English and upland mowing including
orcharding mowed

9.49

Tons of English & upland hay
Tons of English & upland hay per acre
Number of grazing animals (horses & bovines 3
years old and upwards)

399
0.85

Tons of English hay per grazing animal
Acres of fresh meadow and salt marsh
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay

1.5
0
0

Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per acre
Tons of fresh meadow / salt marsh hay per grazing
animal
Acres of fresh meadow
Tons of fresh meadow hay
Tons of fresh meadow hay per acre
Acres of salt marsh
Tons of salt marsh hay
Tons of salt marsh hay per acre
Acres of pasturage, including the orcharding
pastured
Number of cows will "keep," with the afterfeed of the
whole farm
Number of cows one acre of pasture can "keep"
Number of oxen (4 years old and upwards)
Number of steers & cows (3 years old and upwards)*
Number of horses (3 years old and upwards)
Number of swine (6 months old and upwards)
Number of livestock (including oxen, steers & cows,
horses, & swine)
Acres of Unimproved Land

992

472

266

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
224
87
0.39
76
172
18
84
350
3,326

424

APPENDIX 2: TAX DATA FOR ESTABLISHED HOUSEHOLDS

John Craig
Samuel Craig, Jr.
Samuel Craig, Sr.

John Gross, Sr.
Joseph Gross
John Hancock

John Harriman
Peter Harriman
Benjamin Morrill
Daniel Partridge
John Partridge
Thomas Partridge
William Sanders
Jacob Shurburn
Justus Soper
Asa Turner
Joseph Viles, Jr.
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Figure A 2.1: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Orland (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.2: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Penobscot proper
(1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.3: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Sedgwick (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.4: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.5: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.6: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Bucksport (1801–1811).
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William Abbott
William Aikens
Jacob Ames
Francis Bakman
Henry Bakman
John Bakman
Joseph Bates
Daniel Blake
Edward Blake
Elisha Blake
John Bray
John Condon, Jr.
John Condon
Timothy Condon
John Corsen, Jr.
Thomas Corsen
Daniel Costin
Benjamin Courtney
James Crawford
James Douglass
David Dyer
Elisha Dyer
John Dyer
Jonathan Foster
Peleg Gardner
Moses Gay
Christopher Gray
Jonathan Hatch
Mark Hatch, Jr.
Mark Hatch
Richard Hawse
Abel Hosmer
Benjamin Howard, Jr.
Benjamin Howard
Edward Howard, Jr.
Edward Howard
David Howe
Daniel Johnston
Rogers Lawrence
John Lee
Doty Little
Otis Little
Neal McGee
Oliver Mann
Joseph Mayo
Reuben Mayo
William Moor
Job Nelson
Noah Norton
Jacob Orcutt, Jr.
Jacob Orcutt
Thomas Orcutt
James Perkins
John Perkins
Joseph Perkins
Stover Perkins
Thomas Phillips
Hale Powers
Benjamin Redman
Francis Redman
Israel Redman
Benjamin Rea
William Reidhead
Abel Rogers
James Scott
Jonathan L. Stevens
Isaac Stockbridge
Sylvanus Upham
Andrew Webster
David Willson
William Witham
Joseph Young
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Figure A 2.7: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Castine (1801–1811).
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George Brimmer
Joseph Card
Josiah Garland, Jr.
Josiah Garland
Thomas Garland
John Jellison
Nathaniel Jellison

Theodore Jones
Metatiah Jordan
Alfred Langdon
George Lord
Caleb Maddocks
Samuel Maddocks
William Maddocks
Edward Moor
Joseph Moor

Royal Morrison
Peters & Pond
Nathaniel Smith, Jr.
Nathaniel Smith
William Smith
John Tinker
Gera Townsend
John Wentworth
Esa Wormwood
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Figure A 2.8: Acres of tillage owned by established households in Ellsworth (1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.9: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Orland (1792–1811).
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Peter Allen
Nathaniel Atkins
Thatcher Avery
Joseph Binney
Andrew W. Blake
Seth Blodget
Abraham Bowden
Caleb Bowden
Ebenezer Bowden, Jr.
Ebenezer Bowden
Paul Bowden
Thomas Bowden
Edmond Bridges
Henry Bridges
John Burdges
Thomas Davis
Ralph Devereux, Jr.
Ralph Devereux
Luxford Gooding
Daniel Grindele
Reuben Grindele
Mark Hatch - Castine
Eldad Heath
Andrew Herrick
David How
Charles Hutching
William Hutching
Jeremiah Jones
Giles Johnson
James Leach, Jr.
James Leach
Pelatiah Leach
Cunningham Limeburner
Eljah Littlefield
Eliphalet Lowell
Joseph Lowell
Benjamin Lunt
Peter Morradge
David Moor
Oliver Parker
Abraham Perkins
Daniel Perkins
Isaac Perkins
Sparks Perkins
John Perkins - Castine
Stover Perkins - Castine
John Snowman
William Snowman
Isaac Stover
Jeremiah Stover
Jotham Stover
Nathaniel Stover
William Stover, Jr.
William Stover
Pelatiah Tapley
Gershom Varnum
Mathew Varnum
Nathaniel Veazey
Daniel Wardwell, Jr.
Daniel Wardwell
Jeremiah Wardwell
Josiah Wardwell
John Wasson
Samuel Wasson
Thomas Wasson
Joseph Webber
William Webber
David Willson - Castine
John Willson
Elijah Winslow
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Figure A 2.10: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Penobscot proper
(1792–1811).
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Amos Allen
Jonathan Allen
Richard Allen
Abraham Babson
John Babson
Abel Billings
Benjamin Billings
Solomon Billings
John Black, Jr.
Daniel Black
Saml. Black
David Bridges
Jonathan Bridges
Robert Byard
Saml. Cain
David Carlton
Allen Carter
Isaac Carter
James Carter
Thomas Cole
Saml. Cousiens
Thomas Cousiens
David Dougherty
Abraham Dodge
Abnor Dodge, Jr.
Abnor Dodge
Peter Dodge
John Douglas
Jonathan Eaton
Moses Eaton
Theophilus Eaton
Joseph Freathey
Saml. Gray
Joshua Grindle
Saml. Hale, Sr.
David Harden
Josiah Harden
Ebenezer Herrick
John Herrick, 2nd
John Herrick
Joshua Herrick
Saml. Herrick
Shadrack Herrick
William Norris
Nicholas Obear
Abraham Reed
Isaac Reed
Lemuel Smith
Isaac Snow
Nicholas Snow
John Walker
William C. Wells
Solomon York
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Figure A 2.11: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Sedgwick (1792–
1811).
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70

James Bowdoin, Esq.
James Candage
John Candage
Joseph Candage
Majr. David Carleton
Moses Carleton
David Carter
James Carter, Jr.
James Carter
Jonathan Clay
Asa Clough
Samuel Coggins
Nathaniel Cushing
Jonathan Darling, Jr.
Jonathan Darling
James Day
Jonathan Day
Elisha Dodge
Daniel Faulkner
Benjamin Friend
Ebenezer Hinkley
Isaiah Hinkley
Nehemiah Hinkley
Jedidiah Holt
Nicholas Holt
Obed Johnson
Christopher Osgood
Daniel Osgood
Ezekiel Osgood
John Osgood
Joseph Osgood
Phineas Osgood
Ezra Parker
Col. Nathan Parker
Peter Parker, Jr.
Peter Parker
Robert Parker
John Peters, Esq.
John Roundy
Theodore Stevens
Daniel Wight
Capt. Joseph Wood, Jr.
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Figure A 2.12: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
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Courtney Babbidge, 1st
Stephen Babbidge
Timothy Billings
William Bray
John Campbell
Dominicus Carman
John Closson
Ambrose Colby
Joseph Colby, Jr.
Joseph Colby, Sr.
Thomas Colby
Benjamin Cole
Josiah Crockett
Robinson Crockett
Nathan Dow
James Eaton
Jeremiah Eaton
William Eaton
William Foster
George Freeze
George Gross
William Greenlaw
Peter Hardy
Joseph Harris
Abijah Haskell
Caleb Haskell
Jonathan Haskell
Joshua Haskell
Nathan Haskell
Seth Hatch
John Hooper
John Howard
Samuel Howard
James Jourdan
Solomon Kimball
Hezekiah Lane
Benjamin Lufkin
Ephraim Marshall
Francis Marshall
Solomon Marshall
Elias Morey
Ezekiel Morey
Prescott Powers
Chase Pressey
John Raynes
Johson Raynes
William Raynes
Thomas Robbins
James Sanders
Charles Sellers
Joseph Sellers
Edmond Sylvester
Andrew Small
Job Small
Samuel Small
Thomas Small, Jr.
Thomas Small
Samuel Staples
Samuel Stinson
Thomas Stinson, 2nd
William Stinson
Thomas Thompson
John Thurston
Jonathan Torrey
Samuel Trundy
Belcher Tyler
Joseph Tyler
Joseph Whitmore
Benjamin Yorke

0

10

20

30
1792

40
1801

50

60

70

1811

Figure A 2.13: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Deer Isle (1792–
1811).
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80

James Arey
Nathan Atwood
Stephen Badger
Bays Ballard
Ebenezer Bassett
John Benson
Theophilus Brown
Benjamin Buck
Daniel Buck
Ebenezer Buck
Jonathan Buck
John B. Carr
Abner Clements
Thomas Colby
Joseph Cole
Solomon Collins
Daniel Colson
Jeremiah Colson
Josiah Colson
Clark Cottle
Ezra Cottle, Jr.
Ezra Cottle
James Coulliard
Joshua Coulliard
Abner Curtis
Asa Curtis
Seth Curtis
Eliakim Darling
Jesse Davis
Bangs Doane
Phineas Eames
Ebenezer Eldridge
Elisha D. Eldridge
Joshua Eldridge
Richard Eldridge
Samuel Farnham
Osgood Frye
James Ginn
Joshua Ginn
Benjamin Gross
Caleb B. Hall
Asa Harriman
Daniel Harriman
John Harriman
Elisha Higgins
James S. Higgins
Jeremiah Higgins
Jethro Higgins
Jonathan Higgins
Winslow Hinks
William Homer
Solomon L. Howes
Levi Kent
Jesse Kilby
Anson Lanpher
William Lawrence
John Lewis, 2nd
John Lewis
Lathley Lewis
Abner Lowell
Benjamin Lowell
Nathaniel Lowell
William Morgan
Jotham Moulton
Rufus Moulton
Bailey Page
Daniel Page
Enoch Page
Moses Page
Asa Peabody
Stephen Peabody
Seth Pratt
Proprietors of Buckstown
Benjamin Rich
Joshua Rich
Benjamin Shute
Hugh Smith
Nathaniel Smith
Samuel Smith
Seth Smith
Zoeth Smith
John Stubbs
Moses Stubbs
Reuben Stubbs
Samuel Stubbs
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Figure A 2.14: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Bucksport (1801–
1811).
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William Abbott
William Aikens
Jacob Ames
Francis Bakman
Henry Bakman
John Bakman
Joseph Bates
Daniel Blake
Edward Blake
Elisha Blake
John Bray
John Condon, Jr.
John Condon
Timothy Condon
John Corsen, Jr.
Thomas Corsen
Daniel Costin
Benjamin Courtney
James Crawford
James Douglass
David Dyer
Elisha Dyer
John Dyer
Jonathan Foster
Peleg Gardner
Moses Gay
Christopher Gray
Jonathan Hatch
Mark Hatch, Jr.
Mark Hatch
Richard Hawse
Abel Hosmer
Benjamin Howard, Jr.
Benjamin Howard
Edward Howard, Jr.
Edward Howard
David Howe
Daniel Johnston
Rogers Lawrence
John Lee
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Figure A 2.15: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Castine (1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.16: Acres of mowing owned by established households in Ellsworth (1801–
1811).
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Figure A 2.17: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Orland (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.18: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Penobscot proper
(1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.19: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Sedgwick (1792–
1811).
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Figure A 2.20: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Blue Hill (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.21: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Deer Isle (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.22: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Bucksport (1801–
1811).
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Figure A 2.23: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Castine (1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.24: Acres of pasture owned by established households in Ellsworth (1801–
1811).
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Figure A 2.25: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Orland
(1792–1811).

449

250

Peter Allen
Nathaniel Atkins
Thatcher Avery
Joseph Binney
Andrew W. Blake
Seth Blodget
Abraham Bowden
Caleb Bowden
Ebenezer Bowden, Jr.
Ebenezer Bowden
Paul Bowden
Thomas Bowden
Edmond Bridges
Henry Bridges
John Burdges
Thomas Davis
Ralph Devereux, Jr.
Ralph Devereux
Luxford Gooding
Daniel Grindele
Reuben Grindele
Mark Hatch - Castine
Eldad Heath
Andrew Herrick
David How
Charles Hutching
William Hutching
Jeremiah Jones
Giles Johnson
James Leach, Jr.
James Leach
Pelatiah Leach
Cunningham Limeburner
Eljah Littlefield
Eliphalet Lowell
Joseph Lowell
Benjamin Lunt
Peter Morradge
David Moor
Oliver Parker
Abraham Perkins
Daniel Perkins
Isaac Perkins
Sparks Perkins
John Perkins - Castine
Stover Perkins - Castine
John Snowman
William Snowman
Isaac Stover
Jeremiah Stover
Jotham Stover
Nathaniel Stover
William Stover, Jr.
William Stover
Pelatiah Tapley
Gershom Varnum
Mathew Varnum
Nathaniel Veazey
Daniel Wardwell, Jr.
Daniel Wardwell
Jeremiah Wardwell
Josiah Wardwell
John Wasson
Samuel Wasson
Thomas Wasson
Joseph Webber
William Webber
David Willson - Castine
John Willson
Elijah Winslow

1150

0

100

200

300
1792

400

500

600

1811

Figure A 2.26: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Penobscot
proper (1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.27: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Sedgwick
(1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.28: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Blue Hill
(1792–1811).
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Figure A 2.29: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Bucksport
(1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.30: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Castine
(1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.31: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Ellsworth
(1801–1811).
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Figure A 2.32: Acres of unimproved land owned by established households in Deer Isle
(1801–1811).
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